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Abstract
This quantitative study is primarily intended to examine whether district level
performance results from Grade 8 ELA state assessments can help to predict future passing rates
on AP exams. The participants for the study are all 218 K-12 school districts in New Jersey, all
of which generated results across score levels and passing rates for PARCC testing in the
academic years ending in 2015-2017. District level data were also examined for possible
predictive validity on AP passing rates in 2019-2021 across categories including demographics,
college entrance exams taken in high school, and participation rates in AP/IB coursework and
exams, most specifically in the two ELA content areas. All datasets were collected from the
New Jersey Department of Education’s publicly available annual data reports, and the datasets
are broken into three testing cohorts corresponding to their Grade 8 year and then anticipated
Grade 12 year: 2015/2019, 2016/2020, and 2017/2021. Employing regression analysis, the
research found that there were correlations between passing rates on the PARCC and future
AP/IB passing rates, as well as with other variables. Ultimately, based on district level trends, the
outcomes support practitioners using state assessment data as part of a compendium of closely
analyzed data points culled from internal and standardized measures to help identify students
who could potentially benefit from inclusion in the pipeline for AP coursework and exams.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Context of the Problem
Standardized tests are an ingrained component of the American public school landscape.
Opinions on the need for and the degree of emphasis on these annual assessments are polarized
from strong support for the accountability measures to vehement opposition based on the
perception of inherent inequities. Those passionate responses are elicited from many segments
of stakeholders including parents, educators, politicians, and students themselves. Regardless of
the emotional or philosophical stance of those involved in testing, decision makers within the
systems of public education, such as teachers, administrators, students, families, and child study
team members, as well as those from without, including politicians and college admissions
officers, are expected to apply the results of various standardized assessments, whether mandated
by the state or offered by a private organization, to determine the efficacy and placement of
students, teachers, schools, school districts, and state educational systems. On a local level, two
assessment suites of great significance in New Jersey are the erstwhile PARCC (Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers), which has been replaced by the nearly
identical NJSLA (New Jersey State Learning Assessment), the mandatory state assessment for
students in Grades 3-10, and AP (Advanced Placement) exams, which are voluntary content area
assessments offered to high school students across the nation and internationally. For this
analysis, the assessments to be studied are the district results for AP exams administered in May
2019, May 2020, and May 2021, and the PARCC ELA assessments administered in the spring of
2015, spring of 2016, and spring of 2017. The senior year AP scores and participation rates from
2019 are culled from the larger cohort of 8th grade students who took the PARCC in 2015, while
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the senior year AP data from 2020 are from the larger cohort of 8th grade students who took the
PARCC in 2016, and the 2021 senior year cohort who took the PARCC in 2017.
While the two assessments both serve to provide information about students’ readiness
for next levels in their academic careers, whether in moving from middle school to high school,
or high school to college, they differ in format, structure, and perceived significance. Despite
these differences, the two assessments align in that they provide data that influence placement
for students at those next levels. In content-specific terms, the Grade 8 PARCC ELA results can
help to determine if a student will be placed on an honors track that could reasonably be
presumed to culminate in Grades 11 or 12 with either the AP Language and Composition course
or the AP Literature and Composition course, or both. Beyond the AP courses in the English
content area, a passing score on any AP exam can be applied for college credits, impact
placement in more rigorous college courses, prevent placement in a remedial course, or any
combination of those three possibilities. For students who perform well on the PARCC or AP
exams, the results of these assessments can serve as catalysts to effect positive long-term
outcomes such as earning college credit, avoiding introductory or remedial level courses in
college, and better preparation to graduate college in four to five years. Despite the efficacy of
the assessments in their ability to measure current performance and predict future success, there
is little evidence of studies that demonstrate how the results of the middle school language arts
assessment can help to forecast success on the high school exams that are intended to help
anticipate likely positive performance in college. Districts have access to a wealth of
performance measurements from the tests and individual assessment data that exist in the same
student records folder for each student, but those information points are too often treated as silos
that are miles apart.
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The Problem Statement
Political and philosophical positions need not be considered in this analysis, which
assumes that the assessments are an immutable part of the reality of our public school student
and staff experiences. Though some families choose to refuse testing under the principle of
opting out, all public school students are expected to participate in testing for Grade 8. The New
Jersey Department of Education enforces an expectation that all students will participate in
testing, with some exceptions in the form of alternate assessments made for students unable to
partake in the conventional assessment protocol. Pragmatically, if students are required to take
the test, they should do so with fidelity and perform to the best of their abilities. Consequently,
considering their responsibility to the students who are expected to exert themselves, educators
owe it to them to make use of the data generated by the assessments, which are reported in score
levels ranging from 1-5 and also distilled down to granular standards-specific reporting. In New
Jersey, those data are applied to the assessment of the effectiveness of teachers and
administrators through the median student growth percentile (mSGP) score, and serve as a point
of emphasis in the evaluation of schools and districts. At the local level, the data can be applied
to placement and instructional decision making for students, particularly as they move from
middle school to high school. While those assessment scores are viewed as an objective measure
that can carry more weight than grades in determining if students should be considered for
honors-level courses, generally the students’ results from Grade 8 are not applied beyond their
impact on Grade 9 determinations.
On a different plane, the AP Language and Composition and AP Literature and
Composition courses are typically offered to juniors and seniors, most often in that sequence;
other AP coursework is available to all grade levels of high school students who are considered
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capable of meeting expectations of the courses. Typically, the students who enroll are identified
as high achieving, which essentially translates to being capable of success in a university setting
while engaging in rigorous coursework that could lead to college credit (Judson & Hobson,
2015). The individual assessments that accompany each course are offered in May and are
intended to measure students’ abilities on rigorous college-level material. Those results are often
viewed as reflections of the quality of the teacher of the course, the effectiveness of the
respective programs, and even the status of the school. The school ranking that incorporates AP
participation and performance for districts can often function as a de facto referendum on the
quality of a high school. Despite the egalitarian policy of College Board to make AP coursework
available to as many committed students as possible (College Board, 2012), many schools
practice a vetting process to limit access to the programs to the perceived academic elite. AP
program gatekeepers will typically consider any combination of teacher recommendations,
PSAT and SAT scores, grades, writing samples, and high school state testing results.
The Grade 8 scores could, however, serve a purpose in meeting the seemingly
diametrically opposing pulls of elitism and egalitarianism if patterns could be found in the
reported outcomes. Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessments help identify correlational trends with
districts in which students perform well as measured by passing rates on AP/IB exams in Grades
11 and 12. Demonstrated mastery of the ELA component of the standards-based Grade 8 state
assessment could help school leaders to develop strategies to identify more students likely to
perform well on the AP Language and Composition and AP Literature and Composition exams
as juniors and seniors, as well as other AP courses throughout their high school careers. For the
purposes of this analysis, a focus on the ELA component of the test considers the languageheavy nature of the AP exams, which requires a degree of facility with language. Furthermore,
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the ELA standards include companion standards in history, social studies, science and technical
subjects for Grades 6-12, which provides a connection to nearly all content areas.
Placement in the Advanced Placement program has been found to miss students,
particularly among historically underrepresented economic, ethnic, and racial groups; high
schools have sought to close these gaps with measures that could prove to be more inclusive by
identifying and preparing more students for the rigors of AP coursework (Theokas & Saaris,
2013). Adding an objective measure for which the district already has readily accessible data
could easily contribute to that goal without additional expense or testing as the Grade 8
assessments are already required and generate comprehensive data reports that reflect individual
and group performance measures. There is complementary data within the state testing cycle as
well in that the assessments are given annually to students beginning in Grade 3 and progressing
all the way through Grade 11; given that students mature differently, following trends in these
data could help districts catch the late bloomers or those who are on a trajectory to continue to
demonstrate notable growth through their high school years. Schools will continue to employ
subjective measures such as grades and student comportment but already have access to a wealth
of objective data that could support greater student opportunities.
The payoff for students who are logically steered towards pursuing AP courses could
produce long lasting benefits as a passing score on the AP exam can be used either for college
credit or for placement within a university’s program of studies, thereby also assuring students of
not having to enroll in non-credit earning remedial courses. While the opportunity to engage in
more rigorous coursework in high school has intrinsic benefits regarding the development of
study habits that meet the demands of college work as well as the fulfillment derived from being
intellectually challenged, the tangible gain of avoiding remedial courses cannot be overstated,
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These courses generally cost the same as a credit-bearing course but offer no credit, thus
producing a monetary drain for students and families for a class that will likely be redundant
with high school level courses. Furthermore, research supports the impact of taking AP courses,
and more specifically the exam, on students’ college performance (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019).
Attending college is generally a costly proposition financially, and so there is an additional
tangible gain not only to earning credits while in high school, but also in remaining on schedule
to graduate college in 4-5 years. Here it is possible to draw a straight line from AP participation
in coursework and in earning passing scores on the exam to incurring less debt over the course of
one’s college career. Essentially, the ability to better identify students with AP potential benefits
schools and districts, as well as the students and families they serve.
Purpose of the Study
This study examined the district level assessment data of a cohort of students who took
the PARCC ELA 8 exam in 2015 and the AP exams in 2019, a cohort of students who took the
PARCC ELA 8 exam in 2016 and the AP exams in 2020, and likewise for the 2017/2021 cohort.
The main performance-oriented dependent variable to be examined is each district’s passing
rates for AP/IB exams, which are reported together in New Jersey, where the study takes place.
While the primary focus was on the predictive value of district performance on PARCC
assessments and future outcomes on AP exams, attention was also paid to demographic data,
performance and participation levels for college entrance exams, and participation levels in AP
exams, coursework, and dual enrollment courses. The goal was to identify patterns that might
point to anticipated outcomes on AP exams as well as on districtwide AP participation rates
based on PARCC performance or any other categories. While those Grade 8 state assessment
data points are generally dismissed after a year as being no longer timely and, as such, irrelevant,

6

the focus of the study was to determine if those data contain a greater relevance than current
practice and research support. If so, an argument could be framed that the data gathered from the
Grade 8 ELA assessment, which is required by the state, could assume greater value and help
guide long-term decision making on opportunities for students. There is an embedded theory of
action extrapolated from the district data that if students who demonstrate an ability to perform
on one standardized assessment in middle school are in turn provided opportunities to be
challenged throughout their high school careers, then they will likely perform well in the most
rigorous coursework and on the most challenging assessments throughout high school. In so
doing, the state assessment could gain greater currency beyond a compliance need that generates
data, which are currently viewed as ephemeral at best.
Significance of the Study
The benefits of this study could extend to individual students and their families as well as
the stakeholders involved in maintaining the AP programs in a district. By identifying students
who are more likely to perform well on the exams for the two AP courses in the
English/Language Arts strand and potentially all other AP courses, districts are able to extend
their reach to a wider group of prospective students with AP potential and then nurture them
according to need in order for those students to be more likely to excel in rigorous coursework
up to and including their senior year. In turn, the students who take both a course and its exam
should be better prepared for college-level work and could even earn college credit for their
efforts on the AP exam while being more likely to be considered college-ready and avoid
remedial courses. Theirs could be both an academic and financial boon.
There is a potential benefit for schools and districts as well; the measurement tools
applied by the state department of education and independent publications examine not only the
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number of AP programs offered at a high school, but also the percentage of students enrolled.
Beyond the rankings, it behooves schools to prepare their students as well as possible for
whatever future they are empowered to pursue. That noble ambition intersects with the reality of
placing as many capable and willing students in AP courses as possible. Placement is only one
step in the process, however; on a practical level, retention in the program is critical for
maintaining continuity in scheduling and, politically, to endorse confidence in the school’s
ability to guide students to the most appropriate and rigorous course of studies.
The goal of this research is to inform decision making by applying existing and readily
accessible district level data as reported by the state department of education, which logically
should correlate to the more granular individual student performance data to which districts have
access for their own students. There would be no need to generate any new assessments or take
additional time away from instruction; rather, the information that districts already should be
applying to assess student growth and predict potential could be used more critically and
evaluated for its applicability to longer range student growth outcomes. That possibility is
significant to students and families and the school districts they entrust to deliver the best
educational opportunities possible.
Brief Overview of the Research Design
The design of the research is quantitative and, more specifically, correlational. The
primary sources of performance and participation data are the 2015, 2016, and 2017 PARCC
ELA 8 tests; the 2019, 2020, and 2021 AP Language and Composition course and exams; the
2019, 2020, and 2021 AP Literature and Composition course exams; and all AP/IB courses and
exams from 2019, 2020, and 2021. The focus was on determining if there are relationships
between district performance on the Grade 8 assessment and passing rates on future AP/IB
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passing rates and district AP participation rates; there will be no consideration of any causal
connections, which simply cannot be accurately derived from district level data. Similarly, the
data reports for each assessment contain more granular variables that could be examined for
relationships within and among the cohorts studied, but that data will neither be available nor
considered for this study. The design format will look primarily at the district performance on the
standards-based Grade 8 PARCC ELA data for a cohort that would logically be the same
students to participate in courses and exams in AP Literature and Composition, AP Language
and Composition, or other AP exams four years later as seniors. Performance data from specific
AP assessments is not publicly available, but the district’s percentage of students achieving a
passing score on AP exams (3 and higher) and IB exams (4 and higher) will be considered as the
most significant dependent variable in the models run from the available data. Other dependent
variables to be analyzed are overall participation rates in AP/IB testing and coursework, AP
Literature and Composition and AP Language and Composition coursework and exam
participation rates specifically, and dual enrollment course enrollment. Though not a
performance outcome per se, in the absence of district level scores, the participation rates help to
measure a district’s success in preparing students to participate in those rigorous courses and
assessments.
Additional demographic and assessment data will be collected and analyzed to determine
if other factors demonstrate predictive value for success on the AP assessments. District
performance data available through the New Jersey Department of Education will be the source
for all data in the study. District demographic data will be studied as will dual enrollment course
enrollment data as these classes are often aligned with the accelerated coursework of an AP or IB
class (Tinberg & Nadeau, 2013)
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Correlations among the data points help to determine if there exist within the culminating
state middle school ELA assessment and other variables points of efficacy that will help districts
project that students may be considered AP-ready based on those data. Furthermore, practitioners
could see the benefit of using the middle school data to find that there might be a wider pool of
students who could be guided and supported throughout high school in order to better situate
them for placement in what are intended to be the most rigorous ELA course offerings in most
public high schools. The data were gathered from all 218 K-12 school districts in New Jersey,
using publicly available reports. The design of the study centered on the measured outcomes for
the students studied in terms of the district passing rates on the standards-based PARCC and how
those compare to overall participation and performance on the AP exams. Specific attention was
also paid to both the AP Literature and Composition and the AP Language and Composition
exams and their overall correlation with districtwide Grade 8 PARCC ELA achievement.
Research Question
What is the relationship between districts’ Grade 8 PARCC ELA scores and later
performance as measured by districtwide passing rates on AP exams?
Definition of Terms
Common Core State Standards: Student learning goals broken down by content area and specific
skill, the standards were adopted in New Jersey, as well as 41 other states, in 2013 (Common
Core State Standards Initiative, 2021)
ELA (English/Language Arts): Content area in which literacy skills are emphasized with a
particular emphasis in secondary education on reading and writing
PARCC (Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Career): State assessment
suite in ELA and math that is aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and designed
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to measure the application of skills. According to the New Jersey Department of Education, “The
assessments will also provide teachers information on student progress to inform instruction and
provide targeted student support” (New Jersey Department of Education, 2021).
College Board: not-for-profit organization that provides programs and services that seek to
ensure effective preparation for higher education through assessments and programs such as the
PSAT, SAT, and Advanced Placement
AP (Advanced Placement): Coursework and accompanying exams in 38 different subjects that
are designed to develop college-level knowledge and skills for current high school students
(College Board, 2021a)
AP (Advanced Placement) Language and Composition: Per College Board, this “course focuses
on the development and revision of evidence-based analytic and argumentative writing and the
rhetorical analysis of nonfiction texts (2021b).
AP (Advanced Placement) Literature and Composition: Per College Board, this “course focuses
on reading, analyzing, and writing about imaginative literature (fiction, poetry, drama) from
various periods” at a level consistent with that of a first-year college class (2020).
Overview of Dissertation Chapters
Chapter 2 focuses on the literature that is available on state testing, assessments in
general, the AP program broadly, college entrance exams, and the AP Language and
Composition and AP Literature and Composition exams specifically. The gap in the literature
portion of this chapter emphasizes the impetus for this study, which is that there was little
research found to connect the results of state tests with future student performance on AP exams.
Chapter 3 details how the data for the quantitative study was gathered, organized, and analyzed.
Next, Chapter 4 examines the findings to determine if there are any trends in the data that point
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towards correlational relationships between district level student performance levels on the
Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment and other metrics and their ensuing passing rate on AP/IB
exams based on the district data reported from each cohort’s senior year, as well as any
correlational possibilities with participation in the AP Language and Composition and the AP
Literature and Composition course and exams. Chapter 5 concludes by examining the
implications for practice that can be deduced from the data analysis and whether school districts
can reasonably apply Grade 8 assessment data or other variables to target more students who
possess AP potential. Those students could be encouraged to pursue more rigorous coursework
throughout their high school English experience, which could reasonably extend to other content
areas as evidenced by assessment trends and literacy standards that extend across content areas
and other AP courses.
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Chapter 2
Overview/Review of the Purpose of the Study
This study aims to examine possible relationships between districtwide student
performance outcomes on the PARCC ELA 8 assessment and the Advanced Placement (AP)
exam and course participation data from each cohort’s 12th grade year. Three cohorts were
studied; one took the PARCC ELA 8 in 2015 and graduated high school in 2019, another took
the PARCC ELA 8 in 2016 and graduated high school in 2020, while the third took the PARCC
ELA 8 in 2017 and graduated high school in 2021. The research question centers on whether the
district level data from state assessments provided at the conclusion of middle school might help
to predict future district level performance on exams that are available in May to high school
students, most frequently juniors and seniors. If so, this study also aspires to determine if the
mandated middle school assessments could provide the impetus and logic to help districts better
identify and support potential AP scholars. There is significant research into the AP coursework
and exams but less so for the importance or predictive value of state assessments. Beyond what
College Board publishes regarding its own assessments, there is little available, however, to
examine connections between end-of-year state assessments from earlier years and performance
on AP exams. Overall, the study aims to determine whether performance on the PARCC and
other high stakes language arts assessments, as well as participation in the two AP courses
offered in the English studies band, contribute to greater student achievement as measured by
district level passing scores on AP and IB exams.
In order to ensure the measurements being applied to the study are considered viable for
academic research, the published work on PARCC and state assessment validity were examined
for critical input into the efficacy of the assessments. Whereas Dogan et al. (2016) emphasized
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the body of research that was applied to the development of the assessments and the ensuing
rollout procedures in Empirical and Procedural Validity Evidence in Development and
Implementation of PARCC Assessments, Reddy et al. (2019) focused on more of the results in
terms of what the assessment data reveal about the quality of instruction that students received in
Use of Observational measures to Predict Student Achievement. This study does not focus on
teacher effectiveness, as that would expand the breadth of the study to unwieldy proportions, but
the study does provide insight into improving student performance as measured by growth on the
PARCC ELA assessment.
In Common Core Standards and Their Impact on Standardized Test Design: A New York
Case Study, Polleck and Jeffrey (2017) delve into the implications of the rigor of the PARCC
assessment as measured by Lexile scores, researcher-designed complexity rubrics, and item
coding that pointed towards alignment with the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The item
analysis model of this study is worth emulating in future research, particularly in that the
researchers did the same with two versions of the Regent’s exam, the AP Language and
Composition exam, and the AP Literature and Composition exam. While only the last two of that
trio of assessments are specifically germane to this study, the method of examining the questions
on a standardized assessment per a rubric and exact correlation to specific standards connects to
the heart of the research information examined in this study, most importantly in terms of how
the CCSS guides what is assessed on the PARCC and other state assessments. For the sake of
this study, the CCSS and NJSLS (New Jersey State Learning Standards) were used
interchangeably, as the latter, which was redesigned after the rollout of the CCSS, represents
little more than a negligible semantic shift from the former.
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Also on the analysis of the PARCC vis a vis an existing state assessment is Predictive
Validity of MCAS and PARCC: Comparing 10th Grade MCAS Tests to PARCC Integrated Math
II, Algebra II, and 10th Grade English Language Arts Tests published by Nichols-Barrer et al.
(2015). Their conclusion focused on providing guidance for determining whether to retain the
Massachusetts state assessment (MCAS), which was found to be among the most rigorous of 42
state assessments measured, or to commit to the PARCC measurement tool. This piece went
deeper into the correlations between the MCAS state measurement tool and high school GPA
and further still into a comparative analysis connecting correlations with college GPAs.
Ostensibly providing predictive value between how students perform on a high-stakes
assessment and their anticipated college preparation levels has long been the standardized
assessment domain of the SAT. That assessment was also examined in the study along with
another standardized assessment from College Board, the Accuplacer, for their statistical
correlations. The PARCC provided a different lens from the MCAS in that it had score-level
groups (4 and 5) that were labeled as “college ready.” The analysis from this study also extended
into remedial course enrollment at the college level, a cost-prohibitive measure for students that
generally indicates that they are not considered adequately prepared for the rigors of collegelevel coursework.
College Board’s “Equity and Access in AP” (2012) is as much a position piece as a
researched analysis but points in a direction similar to that of the MCAS/PARCC analysis: to
encourage students to pursue the most rigorous coursework possible given their ability and
motivation is to better their odds of a successful transition to college. The methods employed by
College Board, which involved surveying and tracking students nationwide, are a byproduct of
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the enormous reach of the organization; though not feasible for this researcher to conduct
anything close to that study, the findings are relevant and applicable to this study.
Both the studies from Reddy et al. and Nichols-Barrer et al. examine how PARCC results
are valid in helping to understand a student’s growth. The former cites a model of studying “how
a ‘typical student’s growth is by examining his/her academic peers’” as the PARCC data can be
applied to norming growth among various academic peer groups (2019). Consistent with their
research, this study examined achievement of all middle school students in a school district and
sought to find if a peer group’s assessment results can point towards anticipated outcomes
several years later. In a similar vein, this study also looked at connections, though at a district
and not at a granular individual student level and was not able to analyze for the “concurrent
validity [italics in article]” that Nichols-Barrer et al. studied in relation to college performance
(2015). The patterns in the PARCC and AP was not able to be compared to college outcomes as
this researcher did not have access to that information, though it would likely generate
compelling analysis and potentially some additional conclusions.
Polleck and Jeffrey did state a distinction between “college readiness -- and early college
equivalence,” one that might better correlate with high school PARCC scores (2017). This study,
however, could contribute a conclusion that would help school officials place students on an AP
track more accurately and effectively. That would not only marry up to the College Board’s
egalitarian stance on inclusion, but also help push more students into rigorous coursework that
would likely lessen the demand for remedial courses.
The literature on state testing results is not commensurate with the significance placed on
the outcomes of the tests. The advent of No Child Left Behind and its ensuing iterations have
tethered standardized assessment outcomes to school funding, thus ensuring that tremendous
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attention is paid to testing and its results. Barring test refusals from families, in public schools no
child is left untested from Grade 3 through high school, in some cases all the way through Grade
11. Each state is responsible for selecting and implementing assessments that will be used to
determine the degree to which students are mastering state standards. Given the size of the
United States and the rights of all 50 states and the District of Columbia, there is the potential for
51 distinct and widely differing exams. The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) were designed to
bring an element of consistency to the content that students were supposed to be learning, and
the means by which their performance and growth would be assessed.
On the other hand, the design and assessment of AP programs remain the exclusive
domain of College Board, a not-for-profit organization that is also responsible for the SAT suite
of exams. As part of its Higher Education branch, College Board entrusts development
committees to generate curriculum and course requirements for the attending syllabi, make
critical decisions about content and rigor on the Advanced Placement exams, and then compose
and refine the questions for those same AP exams (College Board, n.d.) While not beholden to
the Common Core State Standards or learning standards from any particular state or consortium,
College Board has partnered with states to study how the CCSS can align with state assessments,
and has also redesigned the SAT assessment to be consistent with those standards (Polleck &
Jeffrey, 2017). Unlike the SAT, which is designed to assess a student’s college readiness and
likelihood to graduate college in four years, the Advanced Placement exams look to assess the
ability to do actual college level coursework in specific content areas. More specifically, the SAT
assesses aptitude in reading, writing, and math at the high school level, while the AP exams
measure the degree to which students can apply their learning from college level courses.
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The two most significant higher level courses that align to the language arts emphasis of
this study are Advanced Placement Language and Composition (AP Lang & Comp), and
Advanced Placement Literature and Composition (AP Lit & Comp), both of which have their
own culminating exams. These courses are typically offered to juniors and seniors and are
considered the most rigorous English courses in most high schools. Each school’s curriculum for
the courses must be approved by College Board, which both oversees the suite of advanced
placement courses and develops the advanced placement exams that are offered nationwide.
Furthermore, teachers are required to attend training to prepare for the expectations of the course
and the exam. Students who take the courses are not required to take the exams, nor are test
takers required to have taken the courses; however, the most conventional path for any AP
course is to take both the class and the exam, which is offered in early- or mid-May. AP exam
scores are criterion-referenced, and students can earn scores as low as 1 (“No recommendation
for college credit”) and as high as 5 (“Extremely well-qualified for college credit”), with 3
(“Qualified for college credit”) representing a passing score (Wyatt, Jagesic, & Godfrey, 2018).
AP Language and Composition and AP Literature and Composition function as the
bellwether English courses from which other high school courses in the content area take their
lead; the research aims to connect the courses’ impact on overall high school achievement and to
determine if a logical thread could be connected to middle school performance. Critical to
forming those arguments is finding cogent data points that draw a line between the culminating
ELA statement assessment of middle school. For the purpose of this study, the senior cohorts in
the class of 2019-2021 and their Grade 8 PARCC assessment results from the spring of 20152017 comprise the most significant data. The computer-based PARCC assessment, generated by
Pearson to align with the Common Core State Standards, was designed to measure students’
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abilities to interact with grade-appropriate tests of varying complexity. Results were scaled to
reflect students’ performance on a five-point continuum, ranging from 1 (“Not Yet Achieving
Expectations”) to 5 (“Exceeding Expectations”), with a score point of 4 representing that
students were meeting expectations for proficiency thresholds (Nichols-Barrer et al., 2015).
While the AP is entirely optional for students and managed by the not-for-profit College
Board, PARCC was implemented as an option for the state assessment mandates that were
included in the No Child Left Behind act that grew out of the federal government’s evolving
involvement in public education that began with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965. The stated objective of the test was to hold districts and states accountable for student
achievement, which would in turn ensure opportunities that would contribute to closing the
achievement gap that plagues our nation’s public education system. Conversely, the AP is often
derided for being elitist and denying access to underrepresented groups such as Hispanic and
Black students (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019).
There is a challenge to finding correlations between two apparently incompatible
assessments. The PARCC and AP exams follow different formats and ostensibly test different
skills. Both do, however, provide a measure of students’ capabilities either as being on grade
level for language arts skills as prescribed by the Common Core State Standards, or prepared for
college level work according to metrics established by committees composed equally of college
faculty and high school AP teachers (College Board, n.d.). The goal of this research is not to find
any causality between student performance on a Grade 8 assessment and AP performance.
Rather, the emphasis is to determine whether performance on the culminating middle school
assessment points to a pattern of higher achievement on AP assessments during students’ Grade
12 year. If a correlation can be found between the district level data of what students
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demonstrated in Grade 8 and what they could be likely to accomplish four years later as
measured by district passing rates on exams aligned to college level coursework, an argument
could be shaped that a greater degree of significance could in turn be applied to the local
examination of state assessment data in order to provide more opportunities for students to
participate in higher level coursework.
Brief History of Student Assessment
At its core, student assessment is in place to accomplish three most significant objectives,
two of which are interconnected. While assessment should provide assurance that learning has
taken place, it should also provide critical input to improve measurable student learning
outcomes. The third component, which is not exclusive of the other two objectives but is not a
focus of this study, is to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction (Brown, 2008).
George Madaus, who argued that testing and assessment are interchangeable terms,
defined the measurement tools as the distillation of a “small sample of behavior from a larger
domain of interest” from which reasonable deductions could be drawn about the ability of
individuals or larger groups to perform (p. 77). Furthermore, the information gleaned from
assessments should guide classification and determinations about how instruction and programs
should be provided (Madaus, 1994). Simply, effective assessments are performance tasks
designed to enable students to demonstrate levels of proficiency of what they are expected to
have learned.
For assessment to move beyond simply providing a summary of student learning or
aptitude, and to move into having a formative function that can inform future outcomes, that
assessment needs to provide practitioners information that can shape meaningful changes for
students (Nichols, Meyers, & Burling, 2009). Specific to the focus of this study is the objective
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of recent designers of state assessments to align their work with content standards, which are
now referred to as student learning standards in New Jersey, the state that is providing all the
data for this study (Polikoff, Porter, & Smithson, 2011). While much of the attention paid to the
coherence of state assessments, such as the CCSS-aligned PARCC, has tied back to
accountability of educators, school districts, and educational systems, the goal is to integrate the
assessment data into a larger system of measures that provide a snapshot not only of an
individual student’s performance at a given point of time, but also inform a long-range
perspective of how instruction and interventions can be aligned to improve outcomes based on
analysis of a group’s performance, which could range from a single class, a demographic
category or an entire grade level. There is not a singular assessment tool that provides the totality
of predictive validity for student growth or measures a student’s achievement fully, but each
assessment tool can be part of a complementary set of measures that constitute a framework that
aims to provide a complete model to articulate levels of student performance (Saxon & Morante,
2014). Access to that assessment information is already provided to school districts and teachers,
and in a simpler version to families but could also be shared with students to help them
understand where they are academically and where they could go (Nichols, Meyers, & Burling,
2009).
Coherent and student learning standards-aligned assessments can help to reveal gaps in
student learning, which effective instruction can address in order to ensure that those learning
gaps are being closed. Embedded in this statement is the critical need for educators both to have
access to the results of the assessment and the ability to be able to process that information
meaningfully (Nichols, Meyers, & Burling, 2009). Furthermore, a clear understanding of student
achievement can be used to predict reasonable future outcomes, which can in turn impact
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accurate placement in programs and inform coordinated efforts to address more immediate
student learning needs (Saxon & Morante, 2014).
Literature on State Assessments
State assessments are generally understood to serve two functions from a policy
perspective: track school performance and influence change for schools (Mazzeo, 2001). The
political dimension inherent to school accountability measures is not a consideration for this
study, which will focus instead on how the impact of schooling, which is best identified as
student learning, can be measured and harnessed to improve student outcomes and opportunities
(Brown, McInerney, & Liem, 2009). Historically there is not consensus on the first year of state
assessment, but it is agreed that the origins trace back to the late 19th century when New York
began to use a standardized assessment to determine if students possessed sufficient mastery of
skills to move on from grammar school. Moving ahead to the 20th century, in 1937 Max
McConn of the Educational Records Bureau trumpeted the “first state testing programs” in
several states, overlooking that one (Minnesota) had actually had an assessment program in place
that started in 1881 (Mazzeo, 2001). Later, in 1961, California examined the recommendation of
a Citizens Advisory Commission (CDC) to employ a standardized assessment tool as an
objective measure to assist in the evaluation of the state’s public education system and, after
considerable debate about the purpose, merits and outcomes of state testing, did implement a
program that was intended to provide a direction for students and identify talent (Mazzeo, 2001).
By 1967 state testing looked to have gained little traction with only four states offering
assessments in some form, but that changed quickly in the immediate years to follow as the
number increased to 33 states either participating in testing or having policy in place with the
intent to do so (Mazzeo, 2001). Moving forward, not only did the numbers continue to grow, as
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nearly every state had an assessment program in place by the late 1970s, but so also did the
purpose shift from guidance to accountability, as almost all states identified the latter as the main
purpose for assessing students statewide (Goertz, 1988). As addressed earlier, accountability for
assessments is often seen as more applicable to teachers, schools, districts and states to assess the
quality of instruction, whereas the purpose of this study is to focus more on the quality of
learning as demonstrated by measurable student performance on standardized assessments.
In New Jersey, the state in which this study takes place, state testing began in 1978 with
the Minimum Basic Skills (MBS) assessment in math and reading for students in Grades 3, 6,
and 9; that third year of assessment became a graduation requirement (New Jersey Department of
Education, 2015). The content of the assessments evolved and the High School Proficiency Test
for students in Grade 11 was adopted in the 1980s, and then the state’s adoption of core
curriculum content standards in 1996 necessitated the implementation of a revised assessment for
both the elementary school and high school level (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015).
The advent of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001, itself a next iteration of the
Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (IASA) and the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (ESEA), pushed the buzzword accountability as a measure to ensure student
learning and many states, including New Jersey, moved to further refine their standardized
assessments to demonstrate that students could read and apply mathematical principles
(Jorgensen & Hoffmann, 2003). New Jersey met the requirements of testing Grades 3-8 with the
New Jersey Assessment of Student Knowledge (NJASK), and for high school with the updated
High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA); both assessments remained in place until 2014, at
which point they were supplanted by the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College
and Careers (PARCC) exams (New Jersey Department of Education, 2015).
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In accordance with the skills emphasized in Common Core State Standards, the PARCC
was designed to measure what students could do as well as their depth of understanding,
particularly in applying 21st century learning skills (Herman & Linn, 2013). Unlike previous
state assessments, the PARCC was designed by over 200 representative educators from a wide
range of states in a process that involved close analysis of the questions that were designed not to
measure memorization ability, but skills and ability on performance tasks (New Jersey
Department of Education, 2015). Though that test has since been replaced by the New Jersey
State Learning Assessment (NJSLA), the current assessment still follows the same format and is
delivered by the same provider, Pearson.
Brief History of AP Exams
Public schools are expected to provide an educational experience that is meaningfully
challenging for every student. While great attention and funding are devoted to providing an
appropriate education to students with disabilities whose needs require an IEP (Individualized
Education Plan) or 504 plan, school districts must also satisfy the demands for coursework that
presents greater rigor for students of more advanced ability or motivation, some of whom might
also qualify for an IEP or 504 plan (Nugent & Karnes, 2002). The need to differentiate for high
school students who demonstrate the aptitude or motivation to participate in college-level
learning is hardly new. The Advanced Placement program, currently under the purview of
College Board, was launched in 1952 to support college-ready high school students with rigorous
coursework and assessments that could help them earn college credit (Warne, Larsen, Anderson,
& Odasso, 2015). In its evolution, the program can also trace its origins to both 1955 when it
assumed leadership of a program from the School and College Study of Admission with
Advanced Standing (SCSAAS), and 1957 when the Ford Foundation for the Advancement of
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Education commissioned a study to determine if students from three private high schools
(Andover, Exeter, and Lawrenceville) could meet the demands of coursework that followed the
guidance of three elite universities (Harvard, Princeton, and Yale), from which assessment
recommendations were provided (College Board, 2001).
The initial offering included eleven courses, one of which was the Advanced Placement
Literature & Composition course that is one of the focuses of this study (Nugent & Karnes,
2002). The program has grown to now offer 38 subjects across seven content areas (College
Board, 2020). There is great incentive offered to students to participate in AP programs as they
can earn college credit by passing an AP exam with a score of 3 or higher, increase the
likelihood of being accepted into college with successful completion of AP courses on their
transcript, and can participate in more engaging coursework by placing out of introductory
courses when they are in college (Warne, Larsen, Anderson, & Odasso, 2015).
Though College Board has actively promoted equity and opportunity in the AP program,
and encourages schools to focus more on increasing enrollment than on average test scores, there
is still work to be done to make AP more inclusive and accessible (College Board, 2012).
College Board has introduced pre-AP strategies such as vertical teams as part of a solution
designed to provide greater access and opportunity. It is logical to extrapolate that the solution is
designed to address an identified problem, which in this case is two-pronged: not enough access
to and representation in AP programs (Nugent & Karnes, 2002).
AP testing tends to vary in content areas over the years as there are revisions made to
curricular expectations and adjustments to test formats. The reported data over the years, despite
those changes, has remained consistent with a notable exception. Due to the global impact of
COVID, the 2020 cohort did not take its AP exams in person, but instead tested remotely with
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tests that were greatly reduced in content and time allotted. Their performance outcomes as
measured by passing rates and mean scores improved dramatically compared to previous years.
The 2021 cohort was provided the option to test in person or remotely and this cohort did not
fare as well as their peers from the previous year, which could be explained by a number of
factors connected to how the educational landscape was impacted by the COVID pandemic.
Overview of College Admission Tests, International Baccalaureate, and Dual Enrollment
Courses
This study also integrated discussion of college admissions tests and dual enrollment
courses. Two of the tests, the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the Preliminary Scholastic
Aptitude Test (PSAT), are administered by College Board, which is the same organization
responsible for the Advanced Placement program, while the American College Test (ACT) is
offered by a separate nonprofit organization that is known as ACT (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling,
2019). As the name indicates, dual enrollment courses are college-level classes that are offered to
high school students in which they can simultaneously earn credit toward both their high school
diploma and future college degrees (Tinberg & Nadeau, 2013).
The SAT traces its origins back to 1926 and has evolved through the years to the current
iteration that involves four sections (Reading, Writing and Language, Math without a Calculator,
and Math with a Calculator). Scores are reported on a 200-800 scale in two different sections,
Evidence Based Reading and Writing and Math, and are designed to provide predictive value to
whether students are likely to earn a bachelor's degree in four years (Westrick, Marini, & Shaw,
2022). College Board also offers three versions of the PSAT to prepare students for the SAT,
encourage enrollment in the Student Search Service, and to qualify for the National Merit
Scholarship as well as other scholarships; those assessments are the PSAT 8/9, PSAT 10, and

26

PSAT/NMSQT, all of which have slight differences but are intended to achieve the same goal of
removing obstacles for students to be on a trajectory to attend college successfully (Howell,
Hurwitz, Mabel, & Smith, 2021).
The ACT began in 1959 to compete in a college admissions test market that had
previously not offered options to students and currently employs a four-section format that
includes English, Reading, Math, and Science, each of which is scored on a 1-36 scale; those
four scores are further distilled into a single composite score that is reported as a whole number,
which is intended to provide insight into a student’s level of college and career readiness (ACT,
2022).
This study also examines possible relationships with enrollment rates in dual enrollment
courses and International Baccalaureate courses and exams. As the name indicates, dual
enrollment courses are college-level classes that are offered to high school students in which they
can simultaneously earn credit toward both their high school diploma and future college degrees
(Tinberg & Nadeau, 2013). Both programs, the International Baccalaureate (IB) program, and
dual enrollment courses, are designed to prepare students for the rigors of college and possibly
begin the process of earning credit. Originally designed to accommodate the needs of
international students whose families relocated frequently, the International Baccalaureate
Organization (IBO) provides curricula to 11th-12th grade students that combine a high level of
rigor and a focus on an appreciation for international perspectives (Nugent & Karnes, 2022).
Though not as defined programmatically as the IB or AP, dual enrollment courses are
available to high school students as a means to align high school standards with those of college
in an effort to help provide input on college readiness and to prevent future enrollment in
remedial courses (Hoffman, Vargas, & Santos, 2009). Success in dual enrollment courses,
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generally defined as performing well enough to earn both high school and college credit, has
been found to be an accurate predictor for students to graduate college within a three- to fiveyear timespan (Judson & Hobson, 2015). As school districts look to prepare students with a
greater level of college and career readiness, these dual enrollment programs, many of which
offer AP or IB credit, have gained in popularity (Hoffman, Vargas, & Santos, 2009).
Gaps in the Literature
The dissimilarity in the PARCC and AP assessment formats helps to explain the dearth of
published research that looks to find a correlation between students’ performance on a mandated
state assessment given near the end of Grade 8 and students’ performance on assessments that
are taken voluntarily, most frequently in Grades 11 and 12, and could help them earn college
credit. There is a body of research for middle school assessments offered by College Board that
are designed to identify students being ready for the rigor of AP coursework; these studies are
largely, and nearly entirely, published by College Board, the same organization that is
responsible for the AP. The research found nothing published by College Board, however, about
the connection between state assessment and Advanced Placement. While this study did not have
access to district level performance levels on specific AP exams, College Board possesses that
information and could perform a more detailed analysis involving actual score levels and state
assessment performance, but no such studies were found. The closest comparison study is one
commissioned by ACT, which offers its own college entrance exam, to find connections between
ACT Aspire scores and performance in high school courses to determine college and career
readiness; though there is a philosophical connection to this study, the actual report is not
directly applicable to the state assessment to AP performance analysis (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling,
2019).
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Given its importance at the state and federal level as an accountability measure to
determine the efficacy of schools, districts, and state educational systems, it is safe to conclude
that state testing is not going to go away anytime soon. While the political entanglements and
arguments about focusing on accountability are not relevant to this study, making the outcomes
of those inevitable assessments is a point of emphasis. Understanding that students will perform
to the best of their ability if they see a purpose to the assessment, it can be argued that adding
meaning to the measurement outcomes will contribute to the level of validity of testing results,
particularly for older students who are more likely to need an incentive to apply themselves fully
(Brown, McInerney & Liem, 2009). Just as there is little to incentivize students in the state
testing experience, there is scant published research to support how the results of the tests have
been harnessed not only to measure the arc of student growth but also to influence the trajectory
of future outcomes. Each year’s assessment becomes the equivalent of a snapshot of individual
students’ aptitude for that school year as well as district performance for each grade level, and is
seemingly discarded after each year, though New Jersey has implemented a growth measurement
called the Median Student Growth Percentile (mSGP) that is part of the annual evaluation of
some teachers and tracks the growth of similarly situated students. Examined in sequences, those
still shots can provide a moving picture of student movement over the years, assuming that the
testing tools over that period of time are consistent enough to align in terms of reported scores.
There needs to be something more significant, though, that can help to identify possible or likely
long-range outcomes based on a test that students are going to be required to take. This study
aims to fill the gap by connecting the district level performance outcomes on the mandatory state
test to greater opportunities in the Advanced Placement program, as measured by participation in
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courses and exams as well as overall passing rates, from which students and their families can
benefit academically and financially.
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Chapter 3
Introduction
This study involves examining a range of district level demographic and assessment data
from three different cohorts from all K-12 school districts in New Jersey: the graduating classes
of 2019, 2020, and 2021. The greatest emphasis was placed on their passing rate for AP/IB
exams and possible correlation with results from the 2015, 2016, and 2017 Grade 8 PARCC
ELA assessments, though other language arts assessment measurements will be considered, such
as participation in coursework and exams for AP Language and Composition and AP Literature
and Composition. The principal objective of the study is to determine if district level passing
rates on the ELA portion of the required middle school state test can provide predictive data to
help educators better identify whether that middle school data has value to support an argument
for inclusion of a wider range of students who might flourish on the rigorous AP track. While the
district level data under examination will not permit drawing conclusions at the individual
student level, it should provide an impetus to consider the value of the middle school tests along
with other assessment data to be applied for the potential inclusion of students whose state
testing performance might belie what has been evident in other conventional metrics. The
twofold benefits are to use data-driven support to potentially provide greater equity and access to
coursework that is designed to benefit students in their college education, and to encourage
capable students at an earlier age to pursue rigorous high school courses that suit their
demonstrated ability levels on an objective measurement tool. The research question for this
study focuses on the singular middle school assessment, but the overarching conceptual
framework of the quantitative analysis aims to consider multiple variables. The research question
is inserted below for reference:
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What is the relationship between Grade 8 PARCC ELA scores and performance on AP
exams?
Research Design
This study incorporates a quantitative design that applies objective standardized
assessment data. The absence of qualitative input removes the variable of subjectivity and
instead reduces the analysis to a linear focus on performance data from the PARCC, which is a
standards-based state assessment, and how it could inform future performance on a suite of
assessments, in this the case the AP exams that otherwise lack congruence with state tests.
More specifically, the research design can be categorized as correlational. There was no
attempt to conclude any causal relationship; rather, the emphasis was on examining the data from
the districts’ Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment in light of performance four years later on the AP
exams. AP performance is primarily measured by the percentage of the junior and senior student
population achieving passing scores on AP and IB exams as reported to and by the state, but the
study also explored participation rates in coursework and exams. Similar to how the AP scores
are reported as a single digit (1-5), so too are the PARCC results measured on a five-point scale,
though the AP considers scores of three or higher to be passing while a score point of 4 is needed
to be considered to have met expectations on the PARCC. Using these data while also examining
several other demographic and assessment performance data points, the goal is to identify
patterns that point towards relationships. That identification should help the researcher and
practitioners to deduce reasonably that performance measures from the Grade 8 assessment can
be applied at the district level and in turn extrapolated to the student level to help predict future
performance on AP exams. In applying that same deductive reasoning, practitioners such as
administrators, teachers, and guidance counselors can use the assessment results, along with
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other metrics not identified in this study, with the middle school scores helping to provide early
indication, to apply a multiple-measures data-driven process to help target more students who
might possess AP potential.
Participants and Sampling
The data from this study were generated from publicly available data reported by the
New Jersey Department of Education, and taken from all 218 K-12 public school districts in
New Jersey. Critical to the data gathering process is that each district serves students in 8th grade
and in high school. Districts that do not have their own high schools were not considered, nor
were regional high school districts that do not have at least one middle school as part of the
district. The cohorts whose data were examined were the students who took the PARCC as 8th
grade students in 2015, 2016 and 2017. Their corresponding senior year data, taken from 2019,
2020, and 2021 respectively, were also used for each cohort. The three cohorts are listed as
2015/2019, 2016/2020, and 2017/2021. As the sample of students has been taken from public
high schools across New Jersey, the data should be considered to be representative of the
diversity in the state and inclusive of students from a wide range of backgrounds. Though
ethnicity, race, economic status and demographic factors are not necessarily integral to the
examination of measurements of student performance outcomes on high-stakes tests, those
variables were considered in the data analysis and there was a recognition that the applicability
of the research would be enriched if it were to come from a truly diverse group of students.
No information requests were sent to schools as all the data points are available on the
New Jersey Department of Education website. All data are considered district level and there is
no examination of individual student information. There was one information request made,
however, to College Board for district level AP exam results data for the AP Language and
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Composition and AP Literature and Composition courses, but that request was rejected via an
email response. There are no concerns with students’ confidentiality and privacy as no identifiers
were collected. Given the open-source nature of the data, the spreadsheets are being stored on a
cloud-based server with no safeguards other than the editing access limited to a passwordprotected Google account.
These sample groups represent students who have experienced major assessments that
shifted somewhat over the three years of data being analyzed at each grade level. Despite the
slight variations in the versions of the PARCC assessments taken by the students over its first
three years of being administered, there is a standardization in the assessments that reduces the
level of variance. Students across New Jersey were assessed on the generally the same set of
student learning standards in all three cohorts. Similarly, students in their high school cohorts,
not only across New Jersey but also across the nation, took the same AP examinations in their
testing year, which helps to ensure greater consistency in the data analysis even if the
administration of the tests themselves differed in each year from 2019-2021.
Two important considerations for the participants in this study pertain to the AP
assessments from 2019-2021: the unanticipated impact of COVID and planned changes to test
design and scoring for the ELA assessments starting with the 2020 test administration. Neither
affected the reported scoring format of the tests, necessarily but represent changes of merit. Both
AP Lit & Comp and AP Lang & Comp shifted the scoring of the free response question from a
9-point rubric to a 6-point rubric designed to be more analytic than holistic, and the conceptual
frameworks for the content of both courses were amended to incorporate scope and sequence
designs that align with the exam as well. Specifically for each course, the AP Literature and
Composition exam was shortened by 15 minutes while the AP Language and Composition exam
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limited the number of multiple choice questions from 55 to 45 (College Board, 2019). Of greater
impact were the changes warranted by the response to the global COVID-19 pandemic, which
forced College Board to adapt the 2020 test to an online format that students could complete
from any device in any location without any direct supervision. In the case of AP Lit & Comp
and AP Lang & Comp, both assessments removed the multiple choice questions and were
limited to a 45-minute window in which students completed open-response questions. Those
2020 exams represented a seismic shift in design from their predecessors from all years prior as
well as the exam format employed in 2021. The AP exams were still impacted by the ongoing
pandemic response in 2021 in that students had the option to participate in testing remotely or in
person. The testing format, however, remained intact with what had initially been designed but
never implemented for 2020. Simply, each cohort had a decidedly different experience with AP
testing over the course of those three years. Though the reported passing score remained a 3,
earning that score appears to have been a different experience over the 2019-2021 testing years.
While it is difficult to ascertain precisely how those curricular and assessment changes
affected the overall student experience, within the limited data released by College Board that
includes the 2021 exams, there is evidence of varied student outcomes that are likely connected
back to changes in testing, curriculum, and test format. For reference purposes, the 2018 scores
that predate this study are included. In the AP Language and Composition area, the student
passing rates moved from 57.2% (2.83 mean score) in 2018 to 54.3% (2.78 mean score) in 2019
with no significant changes to the test. The 2020 cohort achieved a 62.1% passing rate (2.96
mean score), but the 2021 group dropped back to a 57.7% passing rate (2.86 mean score). There
were significant fluctuations over the course of four years, but the results of the 2021 cohort
appear to be consistent with those from 2018. For the purposes of this study, there is not a direct
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conclusion that can be drawn as there is no access to the scores specific to New Jersey, but the
variance for all test takers warrants note.
There were similar observations gleaned from the data for the AP Literature and
Composition exams, which historically have the lower passing rates of two English content area
exams. The students in the 2018 cohort achieved a passing rate of 47.3% (2.57 mean score),
which increased in 2019 to a 49.7% passing rate (2.62 mean score). The entirely online cohort of
2020 realized a notable increase in its passing rate, moving to 60.1% (2.84 mean score); the 2021
cohort saw a precipitous drop in its overall passing rate, falling to 43.9% (2.47 mean score).
Where the AP Language and Composition scores leveled off from 2018 to 2021, the AP
Literature and Composition passing rates dropped by 3.4 percentage points over the course of
those four years. Without ascribing a cause for the change, one can still observe that passing the
exam became less likely and mean scores were lower for the 2021 cohort, whereas the 2020
group enjoyed much higher performance outcomes.
The patterns in passing rates and mean scores from the two English content area exams
are consistent with those of the distribution among all subjects from the same time period.
Overall passing rates from 2018 were 59% (2.89 mean score) and then rose slightly to 59.6%
(2.91 mean score) in 2019. Yet again the 2020 cohort achieved a significantly greater level of
achievement both in passing rate (64.3%) and mean score (3.03), the latter of which is the
highest reported over the course of the 21st century. Conversely, the 2021 cohort achieved the
lowest mean score of the same timespan (2.80) and demonstrated a significant loss in passing
rate, dropping to 55.8%. While it is not possible to determine the degree to which multiple
variables such as learning loss, interruptions to instruction, teacher shortages, assessment
changes, and curricular revisions caused those shifts in performance level, it is important to
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consider those global fluctuations while examining the comparatively local data of passing rates
in New Jersey (College Board, 2022).
The New Jersey Department of Education does not report performance results in the
same manner as College Board, but its reporting of students earning passing scores on AP/IB
exams demonstrated similar trends. The performance reports in New Jersey show the percentage
of a district’s students in Grades 11 and 12 who earned an AP score of 3 or higher or an IB score
of 4 or higher. The results for the first cohort in this study do not deviate significantly from those
of the previous year, as the 2019 group showed a 20.7% passing rate as compared to the 20.5%
passing rate in 2018. There was a noticeable increase in the passing rate for 2020 with 22.8% of
students earning passing scores, which was followed by a dramatic drop for the 2021 group,
which had a passing rate of 17.9%. These numbers help to contextualize the vastly differing
testing and educational environments over the three years of this study. While 2019 did not
appear to be much different from any year prior, the 2020 results are taken from a year in which
students tested remotely on significantly abbreviated assessments. The precipitous drop for 2021
likely reflects learning gaps from the pandemic response that connect to remote learning, staff
shortages, and generally disrupted learning experiences.
Data Sources and Collection
The primary data sources to be examined are districts’ PARCC Grade 8 ELA passing
score rates, and each cohort’s corresponding senior year districtwide Advanced Placement exam
passing rate results, which are conjoined in the state’s reporting with the district’s passing rate on
the less commonly administered IB exams. To provide a more comprehensive analysis of
potential factors that could correlate to AP/IB and PARCC exam passing rates, consideration is
given to several other data points that are reported annually by the New Jersey Department of
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Education (NJDOE), including demographics, dual enrollment course participation rate, and
course enrollment and testing rates for specific AP courses and all AP/IB courses. Given the
study’s emphasis on language arts assessment performance data for middle school, the high
school data similarly focused on the two courses in the language arts area, AP Literature and
Composition and AP Language and Composition, in terms of specific AP course and exam
participation.
The data points employed in the research analysis are listed below, and each of the three
data categories were combined into a multiple regression analysis for each cohort:
● District Demographic Data
○ Gender (female and male only as non-binary numbers, which are first
reported in 2020, are all below 1%)
○ Economically disadvantaged students
○ Students with disabilities
○ English language learners
○ White
○ Hispanic
○ Black or African American
○ Asian
○ Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
○ American Indian or Alaska Native
○ Two or more races
● Grade 8 PARCC ELA testing results
○ District passing rate (scores of 4 and 5)
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● AP Data
○ AP Language and Composition Enrollment percentage
○ AP Language and Composition students tested Percentage
○ AP Literature and Composition Enrollment percentage
○ AP Literature and Composition students tested percentage
○ District AP/IB course enrollment
○ District AP/IB students tested percentage
○ District AP/IB students achieving passing score percentage
○ Dual enrollment course enrollment
None of these items required any coding nor was an IRB required as all the data are publicly
available on the NJDOE website. One item that was not included in the regression analyses is the
non-binary category for gender, as it was not reported for the 2019 cohort and was <1% for every
district in the two years it was reported.
The data for PARCC scores in 2015 and AP participation in all years were reported by
the state as counts rather than percentages, which required a conversion to percentages to ensure
consistency in how the Stata program would utilize the numbers. Converting the PARCC scores
was simple as the Grade 8 enrollment was provided in the data reports, thus providing an
obvious denominator, while determination of the AP participation rate was more challenging. To
ensure consistency with the conceptual focus on cohorts, it was determined that the denominator
used to convert the AP participation numbers to percentages would be the number of seniors
enrolled in the district for that school year.
Examining the data through the dependent variable of the district’s AP/IB exam passing
rate was the primary mode employed to answer the research question. The outcomes for identical
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analyses run separately for the three distinct cohorts should either present observable patterns
that provide the basis for the deductive reasoning needed to draw any conclusions about the
significance of the middle school PARCC performance and other data, or prove to be
inconclusive, an outcome that could also answer the research question while rendering the
hypothesis moot in consideration of the data and methods employed. The examination of
participation rates in coursework and exams also provides a lens into how districts are serving
their students and encouraging achievement.
Data Analysis
The research question involves examining data for possible relationships between
performance on Grade 8 PARCC ELA tests and the AP exam passing rates but also begs further
inquiry into other factors that might provide predictive value in assessing the likelihood of higher
performance and participation levels in AP coursework and exams. The primary data analysis
utilized a multiple regression analysis for each of the three cohorts, which required first looking
for statistically significant outcomes and then examining the standardized coefficients to assess
the strength of the relationship. The multiple regression analysis used covariates of PARCC
passing rates and demographics and dependent variables of AP/IB participation rates separately
for coursework and exams, dual enrollment course participation rates, and AP/IB exam passing
rates.
Drawing conclusions required venturing from the purely mathematical into an analytical
approach that applies the multiple and linear regression analyses and translates the results for
practitioners. It is important to present not only the relevant but also the statistically insignificant
data. Rather than omit data that do not point to a clear conclusion, it is critical to consider that
the results from the district level PARCC data and other independent variables may not be
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relevant or simply inconclusive in attempting to find a correlation with districts’ AP/IB passing
and participation rates, which form the dependent variables.
For clarity in presentation, a regression analysis summary is provided in the form of a
single table for each cohort. Each independent variable from the demographic category is
considered along with the passing rate on the middle school state assessments and examined
against covariates measuring AP participation data as well as AP/IB exam passing rates and dual
enrollment percentages. The tables are presented along with their corresponding beta, standard
error, and significance. Tables generated by the state program also include the R-squared, which
did not factor greatly into the analysis. These tables should help to provide a clear visual
representation of possible relationships between passing rates on the AP exams and the myriad
variables.
Validity/Reliability
A decided strength of this study is in the quality of its data sources. The AP scores are
generated by College Board and considered to be both reliable and valid. Further endorsement is
provided by the fact that the majority of American universities accept the results either to grant
credit or to inform the placement level of incoming students for courses in the tested content
areas. The reliability of the AP exam is reflected in its having been administered for several
decades, which in this study is most trenchant for the 2019 cohort. The changes made for the
2020 cohort to the testing format and coursework in the ELA alone would have complicated,
though certainly not devalued, comparisons with the 2019 cohort’s results; however, as
established earlier in this chapter, the overall achievement levels for students in those cohorts
differ significantly from peers past and future. The assessments should have remained valid in
striving to accomplish the goal of measuring students’ abilities to perform to the expectations of
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the respective courses’ rigor and design. The effect of COVID on the testing administrations in
both 2020 and 2021 challenges the reliability of the data from those two years of assessment.
That the 2020 assessment was implemented remotely due to pandemic conditions and the 2021
assessment allowed for students to choose whether to test in person or remotely clouds the ability
to assert consistent conditions for testing, which is reflected in variations in the overall
achievement outcomes over the three years included in this study. For the integrity of this study,
it is helpful that each cohort is being analyzed independently and then through cross-sectional
analyses that aspire to find observable trends. College Board’s acceptance of data from those
assessments as valid provides additional support considering that organization’s internal
measures to ensure both the reliability and validity of its assessments. Regardless, there are
lingering reliability concerns with the 2020 exam in that it was a 45-minute free response
assessment that did not include multiple choice and was subject to variables such as the quality
of students’ broadband at home and the absence of traditional supervision for test takers; the
latter two concerns also complicate the 2021 data. These data were still reported to students,
districts, receiving colleges, and the state using the traditional five-point scale, but revisions in
curriculum and format as well as complications wrought by the pandemic response impact the
data that are involved in the annual reporting. Furthermore, the significant changes to test
administration in 2020 and 2021 temper how those results are viewed. For the purposes of this
study, however, the consistency in score reporting is helpful as the analysis across cohorts
considers similarly reported data that retain the same scoring format and passing score. Despite
College Board’s efforts to calibrate the assessments over this timespan, it cannot be overlooked
that these were three very different learning and testing experiences for the students.
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Pearson ensured the validity of its PARCC assessments through parametric and
nonparametric regression estimates that were conducted with data from existing credible data
sources such as the PSAT and SAT, both of which are College Board assessments, and the ACT,
as well as analysis from internal and external committees (Steedle, Quesen, & Boyd, 2017). The
results from the administration of the assessments were accepted both at the state and federal
levels in determining student learning outcomes as an accountability measure for the schools
tasked with educating the tested students. Based on those considerations, the data for PARCC
will be accepted as reliable and valid for the purposes of this study.
Limitations
The limitations of this study include the dearth of existing research on the efficacy of
state testing to predict outcomes on assessments, the absence of groups to study earlier than the
cohort from the high school Class of 2019, the lack of available data on passing rates for specific
AP assessments in the ELA content areas, and the issue that overall district passing rates in New
Jersey are reported with AP and IB linked together rather than separately. Furthermore, the three
graduating classes whose data comprise this study experienced what could be asserted to be the
most disparate three consecutive senior years in American public education. While variances in
AP testing are inevitable as test formats and course designs evolve, the testing experiences for
the groups from 2019-2021 were extraordinarily inconsistent, ranging from entirely in-person to
entirely remote, and then something in between.
The first limitation regarding the body of research should not significantly impact the
study. With the millions of dollars and political attention invested in testing, it is a reasonable
assumption that the corpus of existing research not only of PARCC, but also of standardized
state tests in general should extend well into the realm of predicting likely outcomes for actual
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college readiness. It does not, however. Regardless, that the available middle school PARCC
assessment data from 2015, 2016, and 2017 are disaggregated into five score point categories
provides useful data points as does the reporting of each district’s mean score on the Grade 8
ELA assessment. Where the literature is sparse, the data are plentiful.
The high school class of 2019 was the first cohort to take the Grade 8 PARCC ELA
assessment, which it did in 2015, and then graduated high school, and so the quality of this
study’s analysis is contingent on the quality of data reported from that administration as well as
those from the following two years. Pearson did tweak the test in ensuing years, most
specifically consolidating the two separate multi-unit testing windows format from 2015 that
included a benchmark and an end-of-year assessment into those of 2016 and 2017, which
required one multi-unit window for a singular culminating assessment in each content area.
Beyond that, the format and question quality remained consistent, both marks of an effective
assessment. That the test aligns to the Common Core State Standards, an objective of both the
AP Language and Composition and AP Literature and Composition courses as well lends further
reliability to the study of the assessments together. The smaller n of students taking AP exams is
somewhat inevitable as the courses retain a cache of exclusivity in that they target high school
students who are considered already capable of performing in a course of college level rigor.
Still, that the studied samples are taken from all 218 K-12 districts in the state will ensure that
the data are representative of most districts within New Jersey, thus making the findings derived
from this study more likely to generalize on a wider scale.
The predecessor to the PARCC as the state assessment for middle school students in New
Jersey, the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK), also provided score
reports that broke data clusters into three performance level categories, but those data do not
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align with the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) or the New Jersey State Learning
Standards (NJSLS), which are a modified version of the CCSS that followed. The incompatible
results negate using information from cohorts that graduated high school prior to 2019.
A possible limitation is that New Jersey, similar to nearly all states that first participated,
no longer utilizes the PARCC. That point could easily diminish the importance of this study, but
the state test has been supplanted by an assessment nearly identical to PARCC in design, which
is also a product of the same corporation, Pearson, and uses the same online platform. Also, the
current New Jersey State Learning Assessment (NJSLA) assesses the New Jersey State Learning
Standards (NJSLS), which are nearly identical to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) that
were the focus of the erstwhile PARCC.
The research model itself should not pose a limitation by itself but would have benefitted
from being able to take a more granular look into the data from AP Language and Composition
and AP Literature & Composition performance levels and average district scores. Enrollment
percentages reported separately for course enrollment and for test participation need to suffice as
measures of engagement in those AP programs. Furthermore, the matter of the AP and IB
passing rates being reported together does not present a significant issue as the two courses and
their accompanying assessments essentially target the same objective, which is to provide
college-level experiences to students with assessment data that are intended to reflect the depth
of their ability to complete college coursework. The study cannot account for changes to the AP
testing experiences and outcomes for each of the cohorts, which differed noticeably for the three
cohorts between 2019-2021 in terms of passing rates and mean scores, but it is acknowledged
that those shifts make it difficult to draw conclusions from the data. Further complications are
added by the reality that district level data can prove difficult to generalize to individual students.
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It is possible that the data could simply reflect that districts that have students who perform well
on tests tend to see better results across all assessments. This point could reflect how a
community values education, how a district serves its students in general, or several other
possibilities. As such, the study did not aim to state conclusively that any variable directly
explains an outcome; rather, it encouraged a focus on multiple measures that should encourage
practitioners to delve into student level outcome measures to which they have access.
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Chapter 4
Introduction
The datasets are broken into three discrete groups, each of which corresponds to a
graduating class that had different testing formats: 2015 Grade 8/2019 Grade 12, 2016 Grade
8/2020 Grade 12, and 2017 Grade 8/2021 Grade 12. The 2019 graduates followed a conventional
testing format and their AP experience should be considered consistent with that from years
prior. The 2020 cohort, however, experienced AP testing in an entirely different format, as was
necessitated by the global COVID-19 pandemic that shut down the physical plants of schools
nationwide. As such, the class of 2020 completed its AP exams online from home or another offsite location, which somewhat compromises the reliability of the data, though the results were
still presented by College Board as valid. The length of time for each exam was also truncated
from three hours to 45 minutes in 2020. The 2021 group faced a different standard still as
students were provided the choice to take their assessments in-person or remotely. Given the
three vastly differing experiences, the study treats each dataset as a unique entity, but still
examines the information on each to determine if patterns or trends emerge either independently
or among cohorts. The 2019 AP testing cohort had a standard testing experience and consistent
results when compared to peers from previous years, while the 2020 cohort tested remotely and
demonstrated much higher passing rates and mean scores. The 2021 cohort demonstrated
diminished returns with lower passing rates and mean scores not only from the previous year, but
also when compared to pre-pandemic groups.
The table for each cohort is presented as part of the results and findings section, and the
label for each variable is taken from the reporting terminology from the NJDOE.
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Table 1
PARCC ELA 8 Performance and AP Performance
Variable

Label

PARCC MET_EXCEED

Percentage of students who scored at either Level 4 or 5

Female

Percentage of students who identify as Female

Male

Percentage of students who identify as Male

Binary/Undesignated Gender

Percentage of students who identify as
Binary/Undesignated Gender; this label was introduced in
2020 and does not factor into any datasets as the numbers
for all districts are <1%

EconomicallyDisadvantaged

Students who are eligible for free or reduced lunch

StudentswithDisabilities

Students who are classified for special education

EnglishLearners

Students identified by the district as needing English
language proficiency services and/or a program that
includes students served in a language assistance program

White

The percentage of students by racial and ethnic group for
the past three years is calculated by taking the number of
students in each racial and ethnic group and dividing by
the total enrollment. Two categories are truncated: Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and American Indian or
Alaska Native. Students are counted in only one racial
and ethnic group.

Hispanic
BlackorAfricanAmerican
Asian
NativeHawaiianorPacific
AmericanIndianorAlaskaN
TwoorMoreRaces
APLangCompSTUDENT_ENR

Percentage of students, regardless of grade level, who
enrolled in AP Language & Composition for the reported
school year; the state reports raw numbers so enrollment
of 12th grade students was used as the denominator to
determine percentage
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APLangCompSTUDENT_TEST

Percentage of students who took the AP Language &
Composition exam; the state reports raw numbers so
enrollment of 12th grade students was used as the
denominator to determine percentage

APLitCompSTUDENT_ENROL

Percentage of students, regardless of grade level, who
enrolled in AP Literature & Composition for the reported
school year; the state reports raw numbers so enrollment
of 12th grade students was used as the denominator to
determine percentage

AP Lit & CompSTUDENT_TEST

Percentage of students who took the AP Literature &
Composition exam; the state reports raw numbers so
enrollment of 12th grade students was used as the
denominator to determine percentage

APIB_COURSE_DISTRICT

Percentage of students in Grades 11-12 who enrolled in
AP/IB courses for the reported school year

APIB_EXAM_DISTRICT

Percentage of students in Grades 11-12 who took AP/IB
exams for the reported school year

AP3_IB4_DISTRICT

Percentage of students in Grades 11-12 with exams that
had scores of 3 or higher on AP exams or scores of 4 or
higher on IB exams

DUAL_DISTRICT

The percentage of students, regardless of grade level, who
took at least one dual enrollment course for the reported
school year

Hypothesis
The guiding premise of this study was to determine if student achievement as measured
by district level results on the Grade 8 ELA state assessment demonstrates correlations with later
student achievement as measured by district passing rates on AP/IB exams during the cohort’s
Grade 12 year and on participation rates in coursework or testing in AP Literature and
Composition or AP Language and Composition or other AP/IB courses. Other demographic
variables and participation data are considered to determine if any other subsections have
predictive validity and to add further strength to the overall data provided.
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Results and Findings -- 2015 PARCC and 2019 AP Cohort
Table 2
Multiple Regression Analysis of 2019 AP/IB Enrollment & Passing Rates, and Dual Enrollment
with the Covariates of 2015 PARCC ELA 8 Passing Rates and 2019 Demographic Data
AP Lang & Comp

AP Lit & Comp

AP/IB

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled

Tested

Pass Rate

DualEnroll

PARCC15Met_Exceed

.11
(.07)

.05
(.06)

.07
(.06)

.05
(.05)

.26***
(.07)

.21***
(.06)

.30***
(.05)

-.05
(.13)

Female

.37
(.74)

.12
(.63)

-.12
(.58)

-.19
(.46)

1.48**
(.71)

.93
(.57)

0.84*
(.47)

1.31
(1.36)

Economically
Disadvantaged

-.05
(.09)

-.03
(.08)

-.01
(.07)

-.03
(.06)

-.23***
(.09)

-.25***
(.07)

-.30***
(.06)

.15
(.16)

Students with
Disabilities

-.20
(.30)

-.32
(.25)

-0.41*
(.23)

-.17
(.19)

-.89***
(.28)

-.87***
(.23)

-.41**
(.18)

-.45
(.55)

English Learners

.07
(.30)

.11
(.19)

-.05
(.18)

.12
(.14)

.03
(.22)

.10
(.18)

0.25*
(.14)

-.67
(.41)

Hispanic

.00
(.09)

-.06
(.08)

-.01
(.07)

.01
(.06)

.01
(.09)

.03
(.07)

.04
(.06)

.04
(.16)

BlackorAfrican
American

-.06
(.08)

-.11
(.07)

-.05
(.06)

-.05
(.05)

-.01
(.07)

-.08
(.06)

.01
(.05)

-.25*
(.14)

Asian

.06
(.08)

.07
(.07)

.02
(.07)

.00
(.05)

.12
(.08)

.09
(.06)

.19***
(.05)

-.03
(.15)

NativeHawaiianorPacfic

.04
(1.68)

.50
(1.42)

-.88
(1.31)

-.88
(1.05)

-.71
(1.58)

-.70
(1.29)

-1.68
(1.02)

-1.61
(2.99)

AmericanIndianorAlask
an

-9.72
(6.33)

-4.33
(5.35)

-0.06
(4.91)

.46
(3.95)

-12.15** -8.13
(5.95)
(4.87)

-9.43**
(3.84)

30.82***
(11.42)

TwoorMoreRaces

.94*
(.50)

.77*
(.42)

1.04***
(.39)

.46
(.31)

1.15**
(.47)

.94**
(.39)

1.13***
(.32)

.06
(.95)

Constant

-5.03
(38.56)

12.70
(32.57)

22.04
(29.92)

20.01
(24.08)

-29.61
(36.81)

-4.76
(29.64)

-23.14
(24.19)

-39.07
(70.95)

Observations

219

219

219

219

218

219

212

210

R-squared

.14

.18

.15

.08

.55

.60

.75

.08

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Significance: ***P<.001; **P<0.01, *P<0.05
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The first independent variable in this multiple regression analysis model is
PARCC15Met_Exceed, which measures the percentage of students who passed the state
assessment in 2015 by earning PARCC score levels of 4 or 5 and is indicated to be a statistically
significant predictor of success, whether measured by participation or passing rates, in three
AP/IB outcomes. Those outcomes are enrollment in AP/IB courses (β=-.26, p<0.001), testing in
AP/IB courses (β=-.21, p<0.001), and passing rates on AP/IB exams (β=-.30, p<0.001). The
regression analysis indicates that there is a significant relationship between PARCC ELA 8
passing rates from 2015 and these AP/IB measures from 2019. Specifically, each unit increase in
2015 PARCC ELA 8 passing rates is associated with a unit increase ranging from .21 to .30 for
the three AP/IB outcomes from 2019. These variables all involve the same cohort and support to
varying degrees that districts in which students pass the PARCC at a higher rate tend to see
greater involvement in AP programs, whether through coursework, testing, or both and also are
more likely to realize greater outcomes as evidenced by the passing rate. While it is not possible
to draw conclusions about individual student achievement from these data, it is important to
consider that district level success extends across all the AP areas examined, which has
implications for endorsing a culture of involvement in AP work. Also noteworthy for this cohort
is that the 2019 AP/IB testing group is the last to do so in a pre-pandemic environment. Their
results are comparable to historical data at both the global and state levels. The 2015 testing year
for PARCC also represents the first year of accountability for the results, following the
administration of a 2014 field test, and the testing window was spread over two separate
assessment periods.
In this table, the demographic categories of male and White were omitted. There are eight
variables in the Demographic category that are considered statistically significant with at least
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one of the AP or dual enrollment outcomes. The R² for the eight categories ranges from .08-.75,
representing weaker to stronger fit, with the strongest fit being in the AP/IB passing rate
category. The number of observations per variable ranges from 210-219 with that highest
number representing all 218 K-12 school districts as well as the state averages.
The category of female is found to be statistically significant with the variables of AP/IB
enrollment rate for coursework (β=1.48, p<0.01) and AP/IB passing rate (β=.84, p<0.05). The
outcome for enrollment rate is more statistically significant and demonstrates a greater impact as
with each additional unit for the female variable, enrollment rate on AP/IB exams scores
increases 1.48 percentage points. Though not as significant, being female is still a significant
predictor of AP/IB exam passing rate as each unit increase in the female category corresponds to
a .84 unit increase in AP/IB exam passing rate. On an inferential level, it bears mention that
enrollment and passing rates show an increase for this category, which belies a common belief
harbored by many practitioners that those numbers tend to be inversely proportional.
Statistically controlling for all other predictors, economically disadvantaged students is a
significant predictor of passing rate on AP/IB exams (β=-.30, p<0.001) as with each additional
unit for that variable, passing rate on AP/IB exams scores decrease .30 points. Furthermore,
economically disadvantaged students is a significant and negative predictor of enrollment rate in
AP/IB courses (β=-.23, p<0.001) and enrollment rate in AP/IB exams (β=-.25, p<0.001). These
outcomes point to a consistent result that districts with proportionately more economically
disadvantaged students tend to have fewer students participate in AP/IB courses and exams, and
also see a lower percentage of students pass the exams for those courses.
Similarly, students with disabilities is a significant predictor of passing rate on AP/IB
exams (β=-.41, p<0.01) as with each additional unit for that variable, performance in the passing
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rate on AP/IB exams scores variable decreases .41 points. That finding corresponds to outcomes
for the other AP/IB enrollment variables, both in coursework (β=-.89, p<0.001) and exam
participation (β=-.87, p<0.001). Additionally, the variable students with disabilities is also found
to be a significant predictor of lower enrollment in the AP Literature and Composition course
(β=-.41, p<0.05). Overall, these outcomes point towards a relationship between an increased
population in the students with disabilities category and lower enrollment and performance in AP
courses and exams.
Based on the literature reviewed, it was unexpected that the English learners category
would have a positive correlation with AP/IB passing rates, as each point increase in the
percentage of English learners corresponds to a .25 unit increase in AP/IB passing rate. The
statistical significance and positive correlation do not align with the published research examined
for this study.
Two categories listed for race and ethnicity that are by definition statistically significant
are Asian students with the dependent variable of AP/IB passing rate (β=.19, p<0.001), and
Black or African American students with dual enrollment participation rates (β=-.25, p<0.05).
The former category’s inclusion is not only consistent with findings in the literature, but also
statistically strong. The variable of Asian reflects a .19 increase in the variable for district AP/IB
passing rate for each unit increase, thus representing an increase of .19% of all students in the
district category reported to have passed those exams. The Black or African American category
represents a negative correlation with dual enrollment as each unit increase in the Black or
African American category corresponds to a .25 unit decrease in the dual enrollment
participation rate.
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Based on the size of the standard error for the American Indian or Alaska Native
category, there is too wide of a confidence interval about the statistic to warrant deeper
examination of the findings for that demographic group. It is also important to consider the
comparatively small sample size of this demographic group. Despite the p<.01 with two
variables (AP/IB course enrollment and dual enrollment) and the p<.001 with another (AP/IB
exam passing rate), these data will not be considered for conclusions or further inquiry or in the
greater context of attempting to answer the research question.
Based on this model, the two or more races category is significantly and positively
related to the probability of increased participation rates in six categories and increased passing
rates in the one performance category, AP/IB exam passing rate, with a 1.13 increase in AP/IB
passing rate for each unit increase in the district’s percentage of students reporting to be two or
more races. The enrollment rates for AP Language and Composition are significantly predicted
by the two or more races category both in course enrollment (β=.94, p<0.05) and test
participation (β=.77, p<0.05), and the AP Literature and Composition enrollment outcome was
likewise impacted (β=1.04, p<0.001) by this demographic variable. While the AP/IB exam
passing outcome is the one variable most significant to the research question, enrollment rates
for coursework (β=1.15, p<0.01) and testing (β=.94, p<0.01) in that category are also important
measures to consider for assessing the emphasis and preparation applied by districts toward
steering students to these rigorous courses. There are insufficient data and research to derive
conclusions about why the two or more races category demonstrated such positive correlations
across the outcomes, but the pattern of success is noteworthy.
Of greatest significance to answering the research question is the relevance of the first
category analyzed, PARCC15Met_Exceed, and the outcomes of AP/IB passing rate. The results
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indicate that 75% of the variance in AP/IB exam passing rate is explained by the model (R² =
.75), and the F test shows that the model is significantly better in predicting AP/IB Exam Passing
Rate than using the mean. The data would suggest that each unit increase in the district’s passing
rate on the 2015 PARCC ELA 8 exam will result in an increase of .30 in AP/IB exam passing
rate. There should be no implication of causality derived from this observation, but the data
could be representative of the importance of districts emphasizing or valuing performance on
middle school assessments having a positive impact on future performance on high-stakes
assessments. This correlation between students passing the PARCC state assessment in middle
school and then passing AP/IB exams in high school is notable in that it suggests that students
who earn score points of 4 or 5 on the PARCC assessment could be considered for the pipeline to
AP coursework. Far from a definitive relationship, there is at least some support for the
importance of performance on the state test. Given that these are district level data, the outcomes
point towards examining district practice as it might inform student performance over a number
of years.
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Results and Findings -- 2016 PARCC and 2020 AP Cohort
Table 3
Multiple Regression Analysis of 2020 AP/IB Enrollment & Passing Rates, and Dual Enrollment
with the Covariates of 2016 PARCC ELA 8 Passing Rates and 2020 Demographic Data
AP Lang & Comp

AP Lit & Comp

AP/IB

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled

Tested

PassRate

DualEnroll

PARCC16Met_Exceed

.14*
(.07)

.13*
(.06)

.19***
(.06)

.11**
(.05)

.37***
(.08)

.29***
(.07)

.36***
(.06)

.12
(.14)

Female

-.93
(.72)

-.73
(.60)

.33
(.59)

.31
(.42)

.33
(.75)

.21
(.62)

.43
(.55)

1.33
(1.28)

Economically
Disadvantaged

-.07
(.08)

-.03
(.07)

.03
(.07)

-.01
(.05)

-.19**
(.09)

-.21***
(.07)

-.30***
(.08)

.32**
(.15)

Students with
Disabilities

-.25
(.29)

-.23
(.24)

-.52**
(.24)

-.35**
(.17)

-1.12*** -.93***
(.30)
(.25)

-.64***
(.24)

-.49
(.51)

English Learners

-.03
(.21)

.06
(.18)

-.08
(.18)

-.02
(.12)

.07
(.22)

.14
(.18)

.46**
(.21)

-.40
(.38)

Hispanic

.08
(.09)

-.01
(.07)

-.04
(.07)

-.01
(.05)

-.06
(.09)

-.05
(.08)

-.03
(.07)

-.03*
(.16)

BlackorAfrican
American

-.02
(.08)

-.10
(.07)

-.05
(.06)

-.06
(.05)

.02
(.08)

-.10
(.07)

-.06
(.10)

-.29**
(.07)

Asian

.13
(.08)

.11
(.07)

-.04
(.07)

-.05
(.05)

.07
(.08)

.10
(.07)

.11*
(.06)

-.10
(.15)

NativeHawaiianorPacfic

-2.30
(1.92)

-1.24
(1.59)

-1.68
(1.58)

-0.85
(1.11)

-1.89
(1.99)

-1.43
(1.65)

-2.99**
(1.36)

-1.47
(3.42)

AmericanIndianorAlask
aN

-7.69
(6.06)

-1.55
(5.02)

-1.45
(4.97)

-3.55
(3.49)

-8.37
(6.28)

-9.04*
(5.21)

-7.06
(4.65)

29.14***
(10.77)

TwoorMoreRaces

1.05**
(.47)

.67*
(.39)

.98**
(.39)

.38
(.27)

.86*
(.49)

.72*
(.41)

.99**
(.40)

-0.91
(.84)

Constant

55.63
(37.30)

46.39
(30.92)

-3.94
(30.58)

-3.08
(21.50)

24.17
(38.67)

26.91
(32.07)

-.25
(28.86)

-44.93
(66.32)

Observations

219

219

219

219

219

219

177

219

R-squared

.18

.23

.22

.20

.54

.61

.68

.10

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Significance: ***P<.001; **P<0.01, *P<0.05
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As with Table 2 from the previous cohort, the male and White categories were omitted,
and there are several similarities observed between the first two cohorts. The study cannot
account for the variations in the assessments provided to the students, but it is important to
consider that the 2016 PARCC assessment was condensed for the previous year’s version and
districts assessed students in one testing window rather than over two. More significant,
however, is the format of AP testing for the 2020 senior year for this cohort, which was assessed
while in the throes of the global COVID pandemic response. Their exams were drastically
truncated in terms of content and time allotted and were also administered remotely. Not
surprisingly, there was an increase in passing rates both as reported globally and within the state
of New Jersey.
Based on this model, the passing rate on the 2016 PARCC ELA 8 assessment, as
represented by the PARCC16Met_Exceed category, is a statistically significant predictor of all
six participation outcomes that involve 2020 AP coursework and exams and also on passing rates
for the 2020 AP/IB exams. Here the correlation between the PARCC Met and Exceeded variable
and AP/IB passing rates (β=.36, p<0.001) was even stronger than that which was demonstrated
in Table 1 with each unit increase in passing rates showing a .36 percentage point increase in
AP/IB passing rates. Again, this outcome does not definitely prove that PARCC scores alone are
a valid predictor of outcomes on AP tests, but the consistent result does point towards there
being a relationship between the two variables. Though there is not a specific variable to support
assertions about individual students, there is a pattern of success as measured by AP/IB passing
rates among districts that perform better on the Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment.
The district level passing rate on the ELA component of the Grade 8 PARCC assessment
also reflected positive and statistically significant relationships with the probability of increased
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participation in coursework and exams for the two ELA-based AP courses. Grade 8 PARCC
ELA passing rates demonstrated a strong tendency with increased participation in AP Language
and Composition coursework (β=.14, p<0.05) and exams (β=.13, p<0.05), and then even
statistically stronger relationships with AP Language and Composition coursework (β=.19,
p<0.001) and exams (β=.11, p<0.01). The results for this cohort would suggest that districts with
higher passing rates on the state ELA assessment in Grade 8 have a greater likelihood of moving
a larger proportion of students into the pipeline for the two English content area AP classes as
measured by district participation rates from that cohort’s senior year. Furthermore, there is
support for a position that those districts are casting a wider net into all AP/IB categories as
measured by the outcomes for enrollment in AP/IB courses (β=.37, p<0.001) and exams (β=.29,
p<0.001). While these are not performance measures per se, these outcomes are significant in
being representative of how districts serve their students and support their engagement in higher
level coursework and assessments.
Similar to the 2015/2019 cohort, the table for the 2016/2020 cohort contains nine
variables in the demographic category that have a p-value less than .05 and an R² of between .10.68 so it can be initially concluded that this model is a good fit for helping to determine the
predictive value of these independent variables on the outcome variables involving AP and IB
outcomes as well as dual enrollment rate. Identical to the previous cohort, the category of
economically disadvantaged students is a significant predictor of district level AP/IB exams
passing rate on (β=-.30, p<0.001), reflecting that districts with greater numbers of students in this
category tend to see lower performance as reflected in passing rates on AP/IB exams. Consistent
with the previous cohort, economically disadvantaged students is also a significant predictor of
enrollment rate in AP/IB courses (β=-.19, p<0.01) and enrollment rate in AP/IB exams (β=-.21,
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p<0.001). These outcomes point to a consistent result that districts with proportionately more
economically disadvantaged students tend to have fewer students participate in AP/IB courses
and exams and also see a lower percentage of students pass the exams for those courses. Of less
importance to the research question but statistically significant at the same time, is the negative
correlation of the rate of economically disadvantaged students on districts’ dual enrollment rates
(β=-.32, p<0.01).
The variable students with disabilities is also a significant predictor of passing rate on
AP/IB exams (β=-.64, p<0.001) as with each additional unit, district level AP/IB exam passing
rates scores decrease .64 percentage points. As was the case with the previous cohort, that
finding corresponds to outcomes for the other AP/IB enrollment variables, both in coursework
(β=-1.12, p<0.001) and exam participation (β=-.93, p<0.001). Additionally, the variable students
with disabilities is also found to be a significant predictor of lower enrollment in the AP
Literature and Composition course (β=-.52, p<0.01) and exams (β=-.35, p<0.01). Once again,
these outcomes point towards a relationship between an increased population in the students with
disabilities category and lower district level rates of participation in AP courses and exams.
Once again, the English learners category has a positive correlation, with each point
increase in the percentage of English learners corresponding to a .46 increase in AP/IB passing
rate (β=.46, p<0.01). As mentioned earlier, this data point represents an outlier from conclusions
from the literature reviewed but is consistent with data from the previous cohort. Another
outcome that will not merit further investigation in this study but presents an interesting
observation is that the demographic of Hispanic students is statistically significant and negatively
related to the probability of participation in dual enrollment (β=-.03, p<0.05). Given the smaller
beta and weaker significance, there will not be further analysis of this data point. Similarly, the
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demographic variable of Black or African American is also statistically significant and
negatively related to the probability of participation in dual enrollment (β=-.29, p<0.01).
Two demographic groups that present statistically significant outcomes in terms of p<.05
but that contain large standard errors are the American Indian or Alaska Native category and
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Those groups represent a comparatively small sample size
of .1% and .2% of the overall student population respectively. The American Indian or Alaska
Native variable is statistically and negatively related to the AP/IB tested variable (β=-9.04,
p<0.05) and dual enrollment rate (β=-29.14, p<0.001), while the Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander is statistically and negatively related to the AP/IB exam passing rate variable (β=-2.99,
p<0.01). For the purposes of this study, these data will not be considered for conclusions or
further inquiry or in the greater context of attempting to answer the research question.
Two categories listed for race and ethnicity that are by definition statistically significant
are Asian, which reflects a .11 increase in AP/IB exam passing rate (β=.11, p<0.05) for each unit
increase, and two or more races with a .99 increase in AP/IB exam passing rate (β=.99, p<0.01)
for each unit increase and relevance with five AP participation categories. Consistent with the
data from the previous cohort, the enrollment rates for AP Language and Composition are
significantly predicted by the two or more races category both in course enrollment (β=1.05,
p<0.01) and test participation (β=.67, p<0.05) as is the AP Literature and Composition
enrollment outcome (β=.98, p<0.01) similarly predicted by this demographic variable. The
AP/IB exam passing outcome remains the most significant variable in response to the research
question, enrollment rates for AP/IB coursework (β=.86, p<0.05 and testing (β=.72, p<0.05) in
that category are also important measures to assess districts’ service to their students as
considered by their emphasis on rigorous coursework intended to prepare students for success in
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college. As mentioned in the analysis for Table 1, there are insufficient data and research to
derive any definitive conclusions about why the two or more races category demonstrated such
positive correlations across the outcomes, but the pattern of success could warrant further study
into whether other factors might contribute to those results.
The demographic outcomes are similar to those reported from the previous cohort and
provide some insight into how demographics should be considered in examining probable
student outcomes. Again, there is nothing causal to be derived here; however, the correlations
suggest that further inquiry could be inspired by the data.
In all cases from this model that involve enrollment in AP courses or AP testing, the
attainment of a passing PARCC score is indicated to be a statistically significant predictor of
later success as measured by participation or passing rates. The most pronounced impact
demonstrated in this model is on overall AP/IB participation and passing rates rather than on
participation in the two courses that are in the ELA thread of the AP suite of offerings, which is
consistent with the data from the previous cohort. As has been evident across the tables for each
of the first two cohorts, the data reflect how well districts serve students as evidenced across the
different testing platforms over multiple years and that the students from those districts reap the
benefit of a greater proportion of students passing AP/IB exams. Mere participation in an AP or
IB course does not necessarily provide a tangible benefit such as college credit for students, but
from these data, it appears more likely through district level data that passing the PARCC 8 ELA
has a positive correlation with such participation and will produce a greater likelihood of earning
the passing AP/IB scores that can result in earning college credit, avoiding remedial classes, and
gaining placement in more engaging college classes.
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Results and Findings -- 2017 PARCC and 2021 AP Cohort
Table 4
Multiple Regression Analysis of 2021 AP/IB Enrollment & Passing Rates, and Dual Enrollment
with the Covariates of 2017 PARCC ELA 8 Passing Rates and 2021 Demographic Data
AP Lang & Comp

AP Lit & Comp

AP/IB

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled Tested

Enrolled

Tested

Pass Rate

DualEnroll

PARCC17Met_Exceed

.08
(.08)

.09
(.06)

.19***
(.05)

.07
(.04)

.41***
(.08)

.30***
(.06)

.30***
(.07)

-.03
(.14)

Female

.24
(.75)

.41
(.59)

.87
(.56)

.85**
(.41)

.25
(.72)

.55
(.60)

.37
(.54)

1.02
(1.35)

Economically
Disadvantaged

-.02
(.08)

-.02
(.07)

.07
(.06)

.02
(.05)

-.12
(.08)

-.14**
(.07)

-.18*
(.09)

.18
(.15)

Students with
Disabilities

-.51*
(.30)

-.49**
(.24)

-.29
(.22)

-.16
(.16)

-.74***
(.29)

-.78*
(.24)

-.69***
(.25)

-.06
(.54)

English Learners

-.15
(.21)

.04
(.17)

-.08
(.16)

-.05
(.12)

-.02
(.20)

.08
(.17)

.23
(.21)

-.53
(.38)

Hispanic

-.01
(.09)

-.05
(.07)

-.01
(.06)

.02
(.05)

-.08
(.08)

-.07
(.07)

-.12
(.08)

-.19
(.15)

BlackorAfrican
American

-.06
(.08)

-.10
(.06)

-.03
(.06)

-.05
(.04)

.02
(.08)

-.07
(.07)

.00
(.10)

-.38**
(.15)

Asian

.18**
(.09)

.19**
(.07)

.06
(.06)

.03
(.05)

.19**
(.08)

.18***
(.07)

.17***
(.06)

-.01
(.16)

NativeHawaiianorPacfic

.69
(2.06)

.36
(1.62)

-2.89*
(1.53)

-1.01
(1.12)

1.14
(1.97)

.67
(1.65)

-1.87
(1.34)

-1.27
(3.72)

AmericanIndianorAlask
aN

-8.05
(5.70)

-2.15
(4.50)

1.87
(4.25)

-.26
(3.11)

-14.05** -10.60**
(5.46)
(4.56)

-5.50
(4.15)

16.66
(10.29)

TwoorMoreRaces

.78
(.49)

.79**
(.39)

1.16***
(.36)

.38
(.27)

.95**
(.47)

.62
(.39)

1.20***
(.39)

-1.03
(.88)

Constant

7.58
(38.99)

-3.26
(30.78)

-38.97
(29.09)

-33.80
(21.31

14.99
(37.35)

1.69
(31.20)

-1.15
(28.73)

-18.59
(70.46)

Observations

219

219

219

219

219

219

144

219

R-squared

.19

.30

.23

.12

.57

.60

.66

.09

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Significance: ***P<.001; **P<0.01, *P<0.05
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Consistent with the tables from the previous cohorts, the male and White categories were
omitted, and there are several similarities observed among the three cohorts. The middle school
assessment used for this cohort, the 2017 PARCC ELA, was nearly identical in its construction
to the previous year’s iteration. While that consistency is a strength, the ongoing impact of the
COVID pandemic weakens the 2021 AP/IB performance data somewhat. The AP assessments in
2021 returned to the format employed in 2019 and earlier, though students still had an option to
test remotely or in person. The reported results showed notable decreases in passing rates both as
reported globally and within the state of New Jersey. The local reporting data from the New
Jersey Department of Education is also limited by the continued trend in the reduction of results
posted for AP/IB passing rates for K-12 districts, which when including the state average had
been 212 in 2019 and then 177 in 2020 with a further reduction to 144 districts in the 2021
performance report. There are still considerable data to utilize, but it should be noted that nearly
one third of all K-12 districts in New Jersey did not have published results for AP/IB passing
rates in 2021.
Based on this model, the passing rate on the 2017 PARCC ELA 8 assessment, as
represented by the PARCC17Met_Exceed category, is a statistically significant predictor of one
participation outcome that involves 2021 AP testing and also on all three categories for 2021
AP/IB courses and exams. Here the correlation between the PARCC Met and Exceeded variable
and AP/IB passing rates (β=.30, p<0.001) is identical to that which was demonstrated in Table 2
with each unit increase in passing rates showing a .30 percentage point increase in AP/IB passing
rates. Once again, this outcome does not definitely prove that middle school ELA PARCC scores
alone are a valid predictor of outcomes on AP tests, but the consistent results across three cohorts
do point towards there being a relationship between the two variables. While not immediately
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applicable to nor conclusive about individual students, the pattern of success at the district level
as measured by AP/IB passing rates among districts that perform better on the Grade 8 PARCC
ELA assessment encourages further inquiry and has relevant implications for practitioners,
which is further buoyed by the increased participation rates for the categories of AP/IB
enrollment for courses (β=.41, p<0.001) and exams (β=.30, p<0.001). The fairly low standard
error for these categories points toward further consistency and applicability among the
observations. The district level passing rate on the ELA component of the Grade 8 PARCC
assessment also reflected positive and statistically significant relationships with the probability
of increased participation in coursework for AP Language and Composition coursework (β=.19,
p<0.001), another outcome that is identical to the previous cohort’s results with these two
variables. The results for this cohort further support that districts with higher passing rates on the
state ELA assessment in Grade 8 have a greater likelihood of moving a larger proportion of
students into the pipeline for AP/IB classes as measured by district participation rates from that
cohort’s senior year. Taken into consideration with similar outcomes from the previous two
cohorts, this observation suggests a cross-sectional correlation that warrants further investigation
either for researchers or practitioners into what factors determine not just district outcomes but
that could be further analyzed for value in anticipating student-level success.
While it was the one demographic run in the 2016/2020 cohort’s regression that did not
produce usable data, in the 2017/2021 regression the female category was found to be
statistically and positively related to the probability of greater participation in an AP category,
which in this case was the outcome of participation rate for the AP Literature and Composition
exam (β=.85, p<0.05). Specifically, each unit increase in the district’s percentage of students
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reported as Female correlated to an increase of .85 units in the percentage of students testing for
AP Literature and Composition.
As with the previous two cohorts, the category of economically disadvantaged students is
a significant predictor of district level AP/IB exams passing rate on (β=-.18, p<0.05), reflecting
that districts with greater numbers of students in this category tend to see lower performance as
reflected in passing rates on AP/IB exams. Also consistent with the cohorts of the previous two
years, economically disadvantaged students is a significant and negative predictor of enrollment
rate in AP/IB exams (β=-.14, p<0.01). These outcomes from not only the 2017/2021 cohort but
also the two predecessors point to a consistent result that districts with proportionately more
economically disadvantaged students tend to have fewer students participate in AP/IB exams and
also see a lower percentage of students pass the exams for those courses.
Another category that shows remarkable consistency over the three cohorts is the variable
students with disabilities, which is a significant and negative predictor of passing rate on AP/IB
exams (β=-.69, p<0.001) as with each additional unit, the performance level of district AP/IB
exam passing rates scores decreases .69 percentage points. As was the case with the previous
cohorts, that performance metric corresponds to participation outcomes for the other AP/IB
enrollment variables, both in coursework (β=-.74, p<0.001) and exam participation (β=-.78,
p<0.05). On a course-specific level, the variable students with disabilities is also found to be a
significant predictor of lower enrollment in the AP Language and Composition course (β=-.51
p<0.01) and exams (β=-.49, p<0.01). These outcomes are consistent with findings in the
literature reviewed in support of this study in pointing to a relationship between an increased
district population in the students with disabilities category and lower performance and
participation outcomes in AP courses and exams. These findings present a challenge for districts
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to apply the data to finding ways to decrease the performance gaps for students with disabilities
and those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds.
The demographic variable of Black or African American, as was the case with the
previous cohort, was found statistically significant and negatively related to the probability of
participation in dual enrollment courses (β=-.38, p<0.01). That finding is not especially relevant
to the research question and does not correspond to other data-driven findings regarding the
AP/IB courses that are often conjoined with those that offer both high school and college credit.
For the purpose of this study, there was not further analysis of this outcome. As had been
observed in the previous two tables, the demographic group American Indian or Alaska Native,
which represents .2% of the total student population for this cohort, presents outcomes that are
statistically and negatively related to the AP/IB enrollment variable (β=-14.05, p<0.01) and
AP/IB tested variable (β=-10.60, p<0.01). For the purposes of this study, however, these data
were not considered for conclusions or further inquiry as the standard error is considerable for
both outcomes.
As has been observed with the previous two cohorts, the demographic category of Asian
is demonstrated in this model to be a significantly and positively related to the probability of
increased performance for AP/IB exam passing rate (β=.17, p<0.001), which reflects a .17
increase in the passing rate for each unit increase in the percentage of students who are reported
by the district as Asian. The positive relationships are represented in the two AP/IB participation
categories as both AP/IB enrollment (β=.19, p<0.01) and AP/IB exam passing rate (β=.18,
p<0.01) were found to have positive correlations as determined by the regression analysis of the
district data. The two enrollment outcomes for AP Language and Composition were also found
to be statistically and positively correlated to the demographic variable of Asian in terms of
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enrollment in the course (β=.18, p<0.01) and the exam (β=.19, p<0.01). These positive
correlations are consistent with the findings presented in the literature reviewed for this study.
The wo or more races demographic variable, as with the other two cohorts, shows
significant and positive correlation with increases in passing rates on the AP/IB exams (β=1.20,
p<0.001). That outcome is fairly consistent across the three cohorts and here reflects that for
each unit increase in the percentage of students reported as two or more races, there is a 1.20 unit
increase in the dependent variable of AP/IB exam passing rate. While this demographic group
only represents 2.6% of all students in the 2021 cohort, wo or more races is found to be
statistically significant for three other outcomes: AP Language and Composition test
participation (β=.79, p<0.01), AP Literature and Composition enrollment (β=1.16, p<0.001), and
AP/IB enrollment (β=.95, p<0.01). It is difficult to derive conclusions about this demographic,
however, as it is not specified which two races are represented, and can logically be presumed to
include any number of permutations across all reported racial groups.
The relationships found in the data analysis for this table, as has been emphasized with
the narrative throughout this study, are not causal; however, within the patterns emerging across
three cohorts that had vastly different testing experiences, there has been found to be a consistent
correlation between the percentage of students in a district who pass the PARCC ELA 8 exam
and the district’s corresponding AP/IB exam passing rate four years later. Of note, this 2021
senior group endured over a year of pandemic-influenced education and on a global level
performed poorly on AP exams compared to the outcomes of previous cohorts as measured by
passing rates and mean scores. In their AP experiences, this cohort of seniors endured the brunt
of how COVID altered the educational landscape in New Jersey, yet there were still statistically
significant outcomes across the participation and performance outcomes on AP/IB exams based
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on their passing rates on the PARCC ELA 8 from four years prior as well as current
demographic data.
Data Summary
The research question centers on the predictive value of district level Grade 8 PARCC
ELA outcomes, and the overall study examines other variables that fit into the categories of
demographics, dual enrollment course participation, and AP/IB participation to determine if
other relationships emerge that pertain to AP/IB performance and participation data. The study
examined outcomes and participation for three cohorts and generated consistently formatted
datasets for which multiple regression analyses were run. In the focus on PARCC passing rates
as well as demographic variables and their respective predictive value on outcomes and
participation rates for AP/IB and dual enrollment programs, there were some patterns observed
across the cohorts.
The PARCC results, as reported by district passing rates in the three tables, yielded
consistently usable data in relation to the later AP/IB passing rates for those districts. The
passing rate includes the two scoring points that reflect a passing score, Level 4 and Level 5, and
were statistically significant for the three cohorts, which tested in 2015-2017, and both pointed to
a positive correlation of a .30-.36 unit increase in district’s passing rates on AP/IB exams for
each unit increase in the PARCC Met or Exceeded category. The outcomes from across the three
cohorts support an assertion about the significance of districts supporting their students
consistently across the years. Those K-12 districts that serve students well in their K-8
experiences, as measured by the culminating Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment, should logically
continue to serve their students into their Grades 9-12 experiences. Considering the overarching
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significance of passing rates on AP/IB exams, it could be asserted that those districts provide a
foundation that serves those students throughout and beyond their K-12 academic years.
The regression analysis tables also presented remarkably similar outcomes across the
three cohorts in terms of how the passing rates on the PARCC 8 ELA assessment were found to
have positive predictive value on participation in AP/IB courses and exams. Not as consistent
were the outcomes within the three categories of AP Language and Composition and AP
Literature and Composition, and there were no relevant outcomes in terms of dual enrollment.
District demographic data demonstrated consistent results in the greater percentage of
economically disadvantaged students and students with disabilities in a district resulting in a
decrease in the AP/IB exam passing rate variable. Those two categories proved to be statistically
significant in all three cohorts with similar outcomes demonstrated in each table. Two of the
ethnic categories demonstrated a positive impact on AP/IB exam passing rates: Asian and two or
more races. The latter of those two groups is difficult to apply to implications for practitioners as
it is unclear which races are included for students or if there are socioeconomic factors
considered in how families report their racial identity, while the former’s data are consistent with
what was demonstrated in the literature reviewed. There were other findings across other
demographic groups; but based on statistical significance and consistency, none were further
examined in response to the research question.
The middle school assessment performance data also showed a positive correlation with
AP/IB exam passing rates in each cohort’s senior year of high school. Once again, though the
data and analysis from this study cannot support claims that pertain to individual students, there
are several indicators that point towards the benefits of a district placing value on what is tested,
as evidenced by the wide ranging and seemingly incongruent assessment measures in this study
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and the importance of rigorous AP/IB coursework in order to position students to be more likely
to reap the benefits of passing AP/IB exams.
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Chapter 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Purpose
This study was guided by one research question, but the intent, as evidenced by the
methodology, is not to follow a single line of inquiry; rather, the purpose has been to answer the
research question while taking into consideration that there are myriad relevant variables, both
within and beyond this study. The research question is as follows:
What is the relationship between districts’ Grade 8 PARCC ELA scores and later
performance as measured by districtwide passing rates on AP exams?
Students’ test scores do not tell the whole story of their ability but do contribute to the larger
narrative of their overall academic performance and potential. The purpose of this study is to
determine if there is evidence within the reported district scores from the ELA portion of state
testing to encourage practitioners to delve into available data to project that more students should
be considered to have AP potential and therefore be placed on a rigorous academic track that is
designed around the goal of performing at a college level. Enrollment in AP is often limited by
previous academic performance, and a guiding purpose of this study is to determine if there are
correlations between PARCC scores as well as several other data points and performance on AP
exams, which would in turn shape an argument for considering more measures when gauging
students’ potential (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019). Distilling outcomes from district level data to
individual student performance expectations is not possible exclusively with the data in this
study, but the observable results and patterns provide consideration for whether middle school
state testing and other performance measures can provide support for more students to be
included in the pipeline for AP coursework and exam participation.
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The study of middle school state testing results alone would have provided a myopic
perspective and limited the overall scope of the study without taking into consideration other
factors that influence student performance, including those measurable with data such as
demographics and those that cannot be quantified, such as maturity and motivation but are
reflected in other assessment scores throughout a scholastic career. As such, the datasets that
were examined for three cohorts of students in all 218 of New Jersey’s K-12 school districts
included Grade 8 PARCC ELA results, district demographics, dual enrollment course
participation rates, and AP/IB participation and performance. The cohorts are the first three
groups of students in New Jersey to take the PARCC as 8th graders during the school years
ending in 2015-2017, and then were projected to be seniors in high school from 2019-2021. Due
to the varying impact of the response necessitated by the COVID-19 pandemic, the senior year
AP testing experiences of each of the three cohorts differed significantly. College Board data
supports that the 2019 cohort had experiences consistent with those of previous years, but the
2020 testing group, which engaged in remote testing, not only participated in a much different
format but also realized better passing rates and mean scores. The 2021 testing group was able to
exercise the option to test remotely or in person and generated results below those of their prepandemic peers both in passing rates and mean scores.
Summary of Findings
The focal point of the study was on the correlational value of Grade 8 PARCC ELA
district scores with districts’ AP exam performance data from each cohort’s senior year of high
school. Based on the data collected and the regressions run, there were some logical correlations
observed. The PARCC ELA 8 passing rate was found to be relevant for all three cohorts in terms
of its probability for predicting district outcomes on AP/IB exam passing rates four years later.
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These observations support a positive response to the research question, but there are other
factors to consider in how the data could have been examined statistically through other models
as well as other variables that cannot be measured quantitatively but do impact student learning
outcomes over the course of four years. The variables brought on by the COVID response do not
negate the data examined from the 2020 and 2021 cohorts or discredit the findings but do point
towards the significantly altered educational experiences for those students.
The data analysis from the demographic category confirmed some of the findings in the
literature review articulated about underserved populations not demonstrating achievement at the
same level as their peers in other communities. Districts with a proportionately greater
percentage of students with disabilities or from economically disadvantaged backgrounds tended
not to perform as well in terms of having students pass the AP/IB exams (Judson & Hobson,
2015). Using the multiple regression analysis model also yielded statistically significant findings
involving ethnic or racial groups performing at different levels, one of which is consistent with
the literature, Asian students, while the other, which showed a higher performance rate, students
of two or more races, did not appear in the literature reviewed (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019).
Beyond this study, further analysis could be conducted to examine connections between the Two
or More Races and other factors such as socioeconomic status to determine if those findings can
be linked to previous studies and research. There is also an inherent limitation about the identity
of those races that cannot be teased out from the reported data, which does not distinguish which
races are represented.
The participation numbers provide support for conclusions about applying multiple
assessment data to predicting future AP performance (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling, 2019). Actual
district performance levels on other assessments for these cohorts might support examining
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multiple measures that correlate to better district AP/IB outcomes as it is difficult to point a
straight line from Grade 8 performance data to Grade 12 outcomes and that assessments such as
those taken in Grades 9-11 could provide intermediate points to gauge students’ progress. From
an inferential perspective, possible trends could illuminate that districts that emphasize having
students participate meaningfully in a range of testing are likely to embrace a culture that values
the rigor of AP/IB exams and would in turn see improved outcomes. In varying degrees across
the cohorts, the district passing rates on the Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment showed some
correlation to participation rates for the AP Language & Composition and AP Literature &
Composition courses, both of which logically equip students with a degree of literacy skills that
would translate into performance on the other assessments (College Board, 2020). Though there
are not data in this model to support that participation on that higher level ELA track produces
quantifiable outcomes in all AP/IB exams, further analysis on individual student data to find a
positive correlation between passing rates on the AP/IB exams and participation and
performance on the two AP courses in the English content area could yield compelling
outcomes.
Recommendations for Further Study
Far from being a terminal point or conclusive analysis, the findings from this study lend
themselves to deeper inquiry. The three most trenchant considerations are to reexamine the data
with the integration of a wider range of covariates and models, follow up with a more granular
analysis of the AP and Grade 8 PARCC ELA data of individual students who have usable data in
both categories, and drill deeper into data trends from available threads of assessments that could
predate not only students’ AP exams, but also their PARCC 8 assessments.
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Based on an understanding that there is more information behind PARCC passing rates
embedded in achievement at each of the five score levels, the further examination of the datasets
with different outcomes and models becomes more appealing. It would also be easy to complete
as the data is readily available and confirmed to be accurate based on its availability from the
New Jersey Department of Education. Applying a combination of descriptive and inferential
statistics through models other than multiple regression analysis could provide a wider range of
outcomes and insights. A researcher could run, for example, linear regressions for each of the
five score points from the middle school state test, illustrated in Table 4 with the 2017 PARCC
ELA 8 assessment data, with the independent variable of the 2021 district passing rates for
AP/IB exams and then generate a table to compare the outcomes.
Table 5
Predictive Value of Grade 8 PARCC ELA Performance (2017) on AP/IB Passing Rates (2021)
Using Separate Simple Regressions

Categories

Beta

Standard Error

Significance

PARCC17LEVEL_1

-1.07

.21

***

PARCC17LEVEL_2

-1.29

.19

***

PARCC17LEVEL_3

-1.07

.13

***

PARCC17LEVEL_4

.44

.15

**

PARCC17LEVEL_5

.78

.07

***

Note: Significance: ***P<.001; **P<0.01, *P<0.05

Based on this model, each of the five score points when examined independently was found to be
statistically significant. The unstandardized coefficients, represented here in the Beta column,
indicate that districts with increases in the percentage of students with lower scores on the
PARCC can be predicted to see a negative correlation with passing rates on AP/IB exams;
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conversely, there are expected incremental increases in AP/IB exam passing rates with the two
different passing scores on the PARCC assessment, a finding that is consistent with the analysis
of overall passing rates in the models presented in this study. From the example presented in
Table 5, it can be reasonably inferred that there are other uncovered findings within the data
from the three cohorts that include all 218 K-12 school districts in New Jersey. Findings from
further study into these disaggregated district scores could be considered, along with AP
participation rates and AP/IB passing rates, to be representative of the outcomes that could be
expected when districts better serve their students and espouse a culture of expectations for
involvement in rigorous coursework for more of their students.
The significant amount of district level data in this study could be integrated into further
research that focuses on the data of individual students and incorporates district data. That
follow- up study of the more granular data would focus on a smaller selection of schools as it
would depend on those willing to share performance data on their students, and would then
involve drilling down to the standards level of the PARCC. The starting point would be to
separate students by their scores on, for example, the AP Language and Composition and AP
Literature and Composition exams, which are reported as a single digit (1-5). The next step
would be to use those AP scores as a dependent variable and analyze students’ disaggregated
Grade 8 PARCC ELA results, which are available in reports provided by Pearson and can be
broken into performance measures in as many as 18 different standard areas that are scored on a
scale of 0-100, with each standard representing a skill that students should have been able to
master by the end of Grade 8. Those eighteen core content skill areas can be cataloged in seven
different categories. Given the multiple iterations of the assessment administered in each year’s
testing window, results are not reported identically for every skill for every student as students
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engaged with different questions based on the version of the test they saw; though not identical,
the datasets would consistently involve a range of standards. The skill areas in the subgroups
would provide the data points for the research; the larger categories would not be analyzed but
would help to differentiate skills that would otherwise appear to be identical, such as the Key
Ideas & Details content area that is represented as a tested skill in the larger categories of
Reading: Literature and Reading: Informational Text. The tested skills that will provide data for
the potential research analysis are listed below:
● Reading: Literature
○ Literature: Key Ideas and Details
○ Literature: Craft and Structure
○ Literature: Integration of Knowledge and Ideas
○ Literature: Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity (not for 2016-17)
● Reading: Informational Text
○ Key Ideas and Details
○ Craft and Structure
○ Integration of Knowledge and Ideas
○ Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity (not for 2016-17)
● Language
○ Conventions of Standard English (not for 2016-17)
○ Knowledge of Language (not for 2016-17)
○ Vocabulary Acquisition and Use
● Reading
○ Literacy in History/Social Studies
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○ Literacy in Science and Technical Subjects
● Writing Categories
○ Writing Expression
○ Writing Knowledge and Use of Language Conventions
● Prose Constructed Response
○ Literary Analysis Task
○ Research Simulation Task
○ Narrative Writing Task
Those data points integrated with district demographics and other information from this study’s
datasets could provide a robust range of specific data points to help practitioners better apply
PARCC data reports in their effort to identify students with AP potential earlier in their academic
careers. Where the district level data was limited in being unable to draw conclusions about
individual student performance, a study of this nature provides an opportunity to examine
achievement trends for individual students.
Finally, an additional area to consider is to explore if a continuum could be drawn from
middle school standardized assessment performance to PSAT scores to college entrance scores
as represented by the ACT and SAT to performance on AP exams. The concept is not
unfounded, as one team of researchers did so with a study of how the ACT Aspire ELA
assessments for Grades 4-10 demonstrated predictive value for high school performance,
including the AP, and drilled down into the PARCC 3-8 assessments to find convergent
relationships (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling, 2019). Central to proposing this type of study,
particularly in light of its implications for practice, is that there is not a push for additional
testing for students but for more meaningful and informed application of existing assessment
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data. For example, the suite of PSAT testing most typically takes place in Grades 10-11 but
could begin in Grade 8 with the PSAT 8/9, with the recommendation that it supplant an existing,
though possibly less effective, assessment. Districts could apply the data generated from their
existing testing practice and integrate it in two directions: trace it through students’ state testing
in any number of grades between 3rd and 10th grade and then through the ACT and SAT
assessments taken before senior year. While it would be optimal to identify students for more
rigorous coursework earlier in their scholastic career, placement in AP courses as seniors could
still help to position them for academic success beyond high school (Theokas & Saaris, 2013).
This future study would integrate the district level datasets from this study with individual testing
data or district data that includes precise AP performance information at both the district and
student level. Those data points are not available through what is reported by the New Jersey
Department of Education and would require either information requests to targeted districts or
completion at the individual district level with available data.
Implications for Practice
An important consideration from the research in this study is to support students who are
at risk of being overlooked for inclusion in the rigorous coursework that could benefit them both
in their high school experience and in their long-term academic pursuits. The practitioners who
comprise the target audience are guidance counselors, administrators, and teachers who generally
serve as the gatekeepers for the honors track that leads to AP programs in public middle and high
schools. Regardless of the findings of this study, there is no design on watering down the
expectations for students enrolled in AP courses, which even the egalitarian College Board
equity and inclusion position does not support (College Board, 2012). Rather, this study aspires
to find metrics that help school districts develop better practices to identify students whose
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demonstrated skill levels on assessments could in turn be applied to reasonably predict success
on AP exams.
The statistically significant outcomes for all three cohorts with the PARCC Met or
Exceeded variable point to the importance of districts supporting students to achieve passing
score levels for PARCC assessments. Those measures encourage further inquiry that considers
not only these relevant findings but also those that include finding predictive value in other
assessments, identifying demographic groups likely to need additional support, and applying
trends from overall participation in AP/IB exams, all in terms of correlation with AP/IB exam
passing rates not only in New Jersey, but also beyond the Garden State.
The statistical value of the measures employed in the models of this study supports a
focus on data-driven decision making that traces the arc of performance on various student
assessments. This increased attention to assessment data as a means to help guide students to AP
courses is not a call for exhaustive and exhausting testing for New Jersey’s public school
students who already participate in a significant amount of standardized testing but for schools to
encourage as many capable students as possible to participate in AP tests and to apply the data
from state and other assessments to the development of instructional plans for those students.
While it is not incumbent on districts to provide test preparation services for students, it would
be beneficial to ensure that students are familiar with the format of the tests, and that they receive
standards-based instruction that produces a depth of understanding that prepares them for any
test, standardized or otherwise. The considerable data generated from those standardized tests
require both warehousing and a means to disseminate the information, such as through a
dashboard, in a streamlined manner to present a concise and coherent narrative to students,
families, and educators. With the state testing data as a starting point, teachers can apply a wide
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range of measures as part of a recursive assessment and instruction process that continuously
applies viable data both to measure the degree of student learning and to inform future
instruction. Simply, the test scores cannot be viewed as a summative terminal point; rather, those
sources of information of student learning, as evidenced by the correlational value of passing
rates on the PARCC assessment from Grade 8 and, to a lesser degree, the AP and IB
participation rates should be harnessed formatively to push greater learning and inclusion in
meaningfully rigorous classroom environments such as those offered in AP courses.
While the implications in the above paragraphs incorporate elements of practice that have
all been implemented in some form through the years, the findings about the proportionately
lower AP/IB exam passings rates when districts have a greater percentage of economically
disadvantaged students and students with disabilities speak to greater challenges for districts to
resolve. Though only briefly addressed in this study, which focused primarily on middle school
achievement data from state tests, there is a significant body of research about addressing
achievement gaps for historically underrepresented groups (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019).
Identifying the problem of an achievement gap has been comparatively easy; resolving it has
proven much more daunting, but the efforts have produced benefits to support those students
(Warne, Larsen, Anderson, & Odasso, 2015). Building on the data-driven decision-making
argument earlier in this section and anticipating the next position on building a culture of success
as defined by increased AP opportunity, the recommendations here integrate those concepts with
an emphasis on identifying students from these two groups and implementing a series of supports
and interventions during the foundational years of their education. State testing begins in New
Jersey in Grade 3, which means that a comprehensive standards-based objective data source will
be available for practitioners to examine and apply as students enter Grade 4. Those data points,
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however, are generated comparatively late in a student’s elementary school experience and
provide a snapshot of performance over a few days on one type of assessment. Taken alone they
are not enough; but when integrated with other internal measures gathered over the years, the
data reports start to form a moving picture that more accurately identifies individual student
levels of achievement.
With its New Jersey Tiered System of Supports (NJTSS) program, the New Jersey
Department of Education guides districts as they implement systems of targeted interventions,
not all of which are purely academic, that identify and support students who might be considered
at risk (New Jersey Department of Education, Division of Student Services, 2019). While the
system looks to provide pre-referral interventions that could prevent the need for special
education, it provides a rich source of data, both quantitative and qualitative, that should travel
with students through their years in a district. That compendium of information could guide
practitioners as they seek to develop the best possible individualized learning environment that
has a foundation in a district’s commitment to preparing every student for the opportunity to
participate in an AP program. This position does not suggest that every student could or should
take AP courses; rather, the argument is that practitioners be equipped with the knowledge of
students who are predicted not to perform as well and can therefore take action to support them
intentionally and strategically. None of this position breaks new ground, necessarily but does add
an ambitious possible placement objective for students who are economically disadvantaged and
for students with disabilities.
The finding that the percentage of students passing the Grade 8 PARCC ELA assessment
is a statistically significant variable in predicting participation in AP/IB courses and exams, and
passing rates on AP/IB exams supports developing a district wide culture of preparing every
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student to be capable of taking AP coursework. It bears repeating that not every student should
or needs to take AP classes or exams. While there is a considerable amount of research pointing
towards anticipating post-secondary success for students who take AP classes, AP exams, and
more profoundly for those who do both, doing so must be a part of systematic and intentional
educational programming that builds up students’ skills and mindset (Warne, Larsen, Anderson,
& Odasso, 2015). There is not consensus that success on AP exams will significantly improve
the likelihood of post-secondary outcomes across all groups, nor that simply taking the courses
guarantees the likelihood of positive outcomes, but the attending tracking on rigorous courses in
high school is itself a predictor of probable student growth (Judson & Hobson, 2015). Despite
the limitations of employing district level data that when taken on its own precludes a conclusive
claim for individual students, the results from the models applied in this study for the three
cohorts of students from the K-12 districts in New Jersey provide a catalyst to support the
argument for a greater degree of inclusion and equity in AP coursework and exams. Districts
could embrace that mentality and make it evident for teachers, guidance counselors,
administrators, parents, and, most importantly, students.
Conclusions
It is not possible to distinguish if the data support that better results on testing from
earlier years is an indicator that academically successful districts will continue to realize strong
results in later years. It is entirely possible that the data simply support the common sense
observation that districts that serve students better tend to produce better performance outcomes,
but the preponderance of outcomes from a variety of variables support an argument that districts
should strive to emulate those districts in supporting students’ skills development and encourage
that students embrace assessment challenges. The demographic results also point to the common
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finding that students’ economic status is a strong predictor of student performance on
standardized assessments. Important to note is that the data, which incorporates a wide range of
information from all 218 K-12 districts in New Jersey, support what many practitioners have
observed, while also encouraging intentional application of seemingly incongruent measures to
sequence observations of student performance that could place more students in the honors or AP
pipeline. Instead of accepting that enduring determinations about students’ potential cannot be
altered once they are placed on an academic track, there are findings within this quantitative
study based on objective testing data from Grade 8 that could be further extrapolated to suggest
that students’ other standardized testing performance could logically connect to likely
performance on AP exams, thus warranting that districts look for measures that support that
students be considered for inclusion in those rigorous courses.
The data analysis from this study generated findings that connect passing scores on the
middle school state assessment to districts’ AP/IB exam passing rates four years later as well as
participation in AP courses and exams. The conclusions point not to a need for more testing but
to a mindful approach to applying the data from existing assessments to help practitioners predict
potential outcomes in more rigorous coursework and exams, which can in turn guide placement
in AP courses throughout students’ high school careers (Tienken, 2017). That our students will
take standardized assessments whether imposed by the state, for college entrance, or otherwise is
a seemingly immutable reality. The variables that stakeholders in students’ education can
determine are, to a limited degree, the types of tests students take and how the information
reported from those assessments is applied to assessing current levels and determining future
outcomes. There can be overlap between districts’ responsibility to adhere to federal
accountability policies and their responsibility to meet the needs of each individual student. The
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story told by the reported data could factor into a larger narrative that includes grades, maturity,
work habits, and myriad variables that determine student placement and the trajectory of their
academic careers.
Considering the language-heavy nature of standardized assessments, including math
content tests that are now more conceptual than computational, there is a logical assumption that
greater involvement in higher level language arts coursework would bear fruit on all
standardized assessment performance. Unfortunately, the absence of accessible school/district
level data for performance on the AP Language and Composition and AP Literature and
Composition exams hindered the ability in this study to draw any conclusion of merit there.
Furthermore, the model employed in the study on available participation rate data on those two
AP courses and exams did not produce any findings that could be generalized to overall AP
performance at the district level. Considering the insufficient data to support the assertions from
the literature reviewed, it would be worthwhile to drill down on more granular assessment data
from whichever of the 218 K-12 districts in New Jersey would respond to an information
request, one’s own district or some point in between (Graefe & Ritchotte, 2019). Findings from
that type of analysis could be incorporated into a recursive process of curriculum refinement,
instructional design, and assessment outcomes in which the data from effective measures of
student learning both point to areas of strength for district curriculum and reveal what needs to
be further developed and that those recognitions could be logically implemented into classroom
practice.
The state assessment provided for the students in each state is determined, as one might
readily deduce, by each respective department of education. In New Jersey, the NJDOE has
continued its partnership with Pearson, which generates the PARCC, to implement the New
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Jersey State Learning Assessment (NJSLA), which is nearly identical to the PARCC. Nothing
from this study would suggest changing that, but districts do have discretion to determine which
standardized assessments to use for internal measures or preparation for other high stakes college
entrance exams. Selecting assessments that can function as the connective tissue between
mandatory state testing and voluntary AP exams could add weight to the significance students
assign to their performance on state and internal benchmarks assessments, the reported outcomes
of which sometimes do not accurately reflect true ability due to issues of student motivation and
perception of a test’s lack of importance (Brown, McInerney, & Liem, 2009). While the data
analysis from this study could not possibly determine that any relationships between Grade 8
performance and AP participation and performance are causal, there is enough inferential
material to encourage districts to consider utilizing other metrics from middle and early high
school such as the PSAT 8/9, PSAT 10, or PSAT/NMSQT from College Board in lieu of existing
internal measures and then to apply individual student performance data to placement on an AP
track. Based on the literature reviewed, districts could also review participation and performance
rates for students or cohorts on the ACT to search for correlational relationships with higher
predicted AP/IB exam passing rates. As College Board offers assessments to build towards
achievement on the SAT, so too does ACT provide predictive assessment options for districts
and students to consider for students in Grades 8-10, including the nationally discontinued ACT
Aspire assessment that was the focus of a study that looked for predictive value on later high
school outcomes, including the AP as well as convergence with earlier PARCC results and had
been used for state testing purposes in Arkansas (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling, 2019). Given that
assessment’s validity as explicated in the study, practitioners are encouraged to examine the

86

benefits of existing assessments that could prove effective in helping to position students on an
AP trajectory as early as middle school students.
The standards alignment of state assessments should reflect what is present in district
curriculum and what is delivered in the classroom and therefore provide a rich source of
information on the depth of students’ learning as assessed on an objective measure (Polikoff,
Porter, & Smithson, 2011). Assuming that assessments accurately measure instruction, it is
important to find correlations between the mandated state tests, which apply the same New
Jersey State Learning Standards that districts are required to include in curriculum and
anticipated student learning outcomes not just to predict likely performance but to provide
interventions that improve those outcomes. Examining how pre-high school assessments can
inform later outcomes can help educators better position students with accurate class placement
and supports and pursue the objective that students with college ambitions can be successfully
placed on a track for AP success in high school, and later avoid placement in remedial courses in
college (Allen, Radunzel, & Ling, 2019). Ultimately, beyond graduation rates, it could be argued
that the true measures of a high school’s academic effectiveness lie both in its ability to keep
students out of remedial classes, whether on the college or career track, and its preparation to
position students to graduate college in as timely a manner as possible. The process of achieving
those goals must be viewed as a collaborative districtwide objective and have a foundation in
systematic attention to producing measurable student growth that predates students’ high school
experiences. The data exist to support doing so accurately and ambitiously; applying that data
effectively is the challenge districts and practitioners must meet.
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Appendix A - Data Sheets
Data Sheet for the 2015/2019 Cohort:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1xijsYP45oA5ohN3mMEKyzInGgLHemyXtxVKl0xkh6
M4/edit?usp=sharing
Data Sheet for the 2016/2020 Cohort:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/14tp17URIPik_u3w2HHPe6iv06ieXN1P5HbrKSXnql6s/
edit?usp=sharing
Data Sheet for the 2017/2021 Cohort:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/17fXn8ZncWcAM_3I_lpJCt9Cq_CeqPCE80YCR3rguie
U/edit?usp=sharing
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Appendix B - Participating Districts
Atlantic City School District
Buena Regional School District
Egg Harbor Township School District
Hammonton School District
Pleasantville Public School District
Bergenfield Borough School District
Bogota Public School District
Cliffside Park School District
Cresskill Public School District
Dumont Public School District
Elmwood Park School District
Emerson Public School District
Englewood Public School District
Fair Lawn Public School District
Fort Lee School District
Garfield Public School District
Glen Rock Public School District
Hackensack School District
Hasbrouck Heights School District
Leonia Public School District
Lodi School District
Lyndhurst Public School District
Mahwah Township Public School District
Midland Park School District
New Milford Public School District
North Arlington School District
Palisades Park School District
Paramus Public School District
Park Ridge School District
Ramsey School District
Ridgefield Park Public School District
Ridgefield School District
Ridgewood Public School District
Rutherford School District
Saddle Brook School District
Teaneck School District
Tenafly Public School District
Waldwick School District
Wallington Boro School District
Westwood Regional School District
Wood-Ridge School District
Bordentown Regional School District
Burlington City Public School District
Burlington Township School District
Cinnaminson Township School District
Delran Township School District
Florence Township School District
Maple Shade School District
Moorestown Township Public School District

Palmyra Public School District
Pemberton Township School District
Riverside Township School District
Willingboro Public School District
Audubon Public School District
Camden City School District
Cherry Hill School District
Collingswood Public School District
Gloucester City Public School District
HADDON HEIGHTS School District
Haddon Township School District
Haddonfield School District
Lindenwold Public School District
Pennsauken Township School District
Pine Hill School District
Winslow Township School District
Middle Township Public School District
Ocean City School District
Wildwood City School District
Bridgeton City School District
Millville School District
Vineland Public School District
Belleville Public School District
Bloomfield Township School District
Caldwell-West School District
Cedar Grove Township School District
East Orange School District
Glen Ridge Public School District
Irvington Public School District
Livingston Board of Education School District
Millburn Township School District
Montclair Public School District
Newark Public School District
Nutley Public School District
ORANGE BOARD OF EDUCATION School
District
South Orange-Maplewood School District
Verona Public School District
West Orange Public Schools
Clayton Public School District
Deptford Township Public School District
Glassboro School District
Monroe Township Public School District
Paulsboro School District
Pitman Boro School District
Washington Township School District
West Deptford Township School District
Woodbury City Public School District
Bayonne School District
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Harrison Public Schools
Hoboken Public School District
Jersey City Public Schools
Kearny
North Bergen School District
Secaucus School District
Union City School District
Weehawken Public School District
West New York School District
East Windsor Regional School District
Ewing Township School District
Hamilton Township Public School District
Hopewell Valley Regional School District
Lawrence Township Public School District
Princeton Public School District
Robbinsville Public Schools
Trenton Public School District
West Windsor-Plainsboro Regional School
District
Carteret Public School District
Dunellen Public School District
East Brunswick Township School District
Edison Township School District
Highland Park Boro School District
Metuchen Public School District
Middlesex Borough School District
Monroe Township School District
New Brunswick School District
North Brunswick Township School District
Old Bridge Township School District
Perth Amboy Public School District
Piscataway Township School District
Sayreville School District
South Amboy School District
South Brunswick School District
South Plainfield School District
South River Public School District
Spotswood Public School District
Woodbridge Township School District
Asbury Park School District
Hazlet Township Public School District
Holmdel Township School District
Keansburg School District
Keyport School District
LONG BRANCH PUBLIC SCHOOL District
Manasquan School District
Matawan-Aberdeen Regional School District
Middletown Township Public School District
Neptune Township School District
Upper Freehold Regional School District
Wall Township Public School District

Boonton Town Public School District
Butler Public School District
Dover Public School District
Jefferson Township Public School District
Kinnelon School District
Madison Public School District
Montville Township School District
Morris School District
Mount Olive Township School District
Mountain Lakes Public School District
Parsippany-Troy Hills Township School District
Pequannock Township School District
Randolph Township School District
Roxbury Township School District
School District of the Chathams
Barnegat Township School District
Brick Township Public School District
Jackson Township School District
Lacey Township School District
Lakewood Township School District
Manchester Township School District
Plumsted Township School District
Point Pleasant Beach School District
Point Pleasant Borough School District
Toms River Regional School District
Clifton Public School District
Hawthorne Public School District
Passaic City School District
Paterson Public School District
Pompton Lakes School District
Wayne Township Public School District
West Milford Township Public School District
Penns Grove-Carneys Point Regional School
District
Pennsville School District
Pittsgrove Township School District
Salem City School District
Woodstown-Pilesgrove Regional School District
Bernards Township School District
Bound Brook School District
Bridgewater-Raritan Regional School District
Franklin Township Public School District
Hillsborough Township Public School District
Manville School District
Montgomery Township School District
North Plainfield School District
Somerset Hills Regional School District
Somerville Public School District
Hopatcong Borough School District
Newton Public School District
Sparta Township Public School District
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Vernon Township School District
Berkeley Heights School District
Clark Township Public School District
Cranford Public School District
Elizabeth Public Schools
Hillside Public School District
Kenilworth School District
Linden Public School District
New Providence School District
Plainfield Public School District
Rahway Public School District

Roselle Park Public School District
Roselle Public School District
Scotch Plains-Fanwood School District
Springfield Public School District
Summit Public School District
Township of Union School District
Westfield Public School District
Belvidere School District
Hackettstown Public School District
Phillipsburg School District
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